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Introduction

By letter dated November 16, 2020 (Agencywide Documents Access and Management System 
(ADAMS) Package Accession No. ML20329A292), NextEra Energy Point Beach, LLC (NextEra, 
the applicant) submitted an application for subsequent license renewal of Renewed Facility 
Operating License Nos. DPR-24 and DPR-27 for Point Beach Nuclear Plant, Units 1 and 2 
(Point Beach), respectively, to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC, the 
Commission).  The application was submitted pursuant to Section 103 of the Atomic Energy Act 
of 1954, as amended, and Title 10 of the Code of Federal Regulations (10 CFR) Part 54, 
“Requirements for renewal of operating licenses for nuclear power plants.”

Point Beach is located in the Town of Two Creeks, WI, about 15 miles north-northeast of 
Manitowoc, WI.  In its application, NextEra requests subsequent license renewal for a period of 
20 years beyond the dates when the current renewed facility operating licenses expire.  
Specifically, the new expiration dates would be October 5, 2030, for Point Beach, Unit 1, and 
March 8, 2033, for Point Beach, Unit 2.  

The purpose of this report1 is to provide a concise summary of the determination of the scope of 
the NRC staff’s environmental review of this application, incorporating stakeholder inputs.  This 
report will briefly summarize the issues identified by the environmental impact statement 
scoping process associated with the NRC staff’s review of NextEra’s subsequent license 
renewal application.

This report is structured in three sections:

A. The Point Beach Public Scoping Period
B. Public Comments and Responses
C. List of Commenters

A. The Point Beach Public Scoping Period

Background

The NextEra application and all other public documents relevant to the Point Beach subsequent 
license renewal are available in the NRC’s Web-based ADAMS, which is accessible at 
http://www.nrc.gov/reading-rm/adams.html.  Persons who encounter problems in accessing 
documents in ADAMS should contact the NRC’s Public Document Room (PDR) reference staff 
by telephone at 1-800-397-4209 or 301-415-4737, or by e-mail at pdr.resource@nrc.gov.

For additional information, the NRC staff has made available a Web site with specific 
information about the Point Beach subsequent license renewal application at 
https://www.nrc.gov/reactors/operating/licensing/renewal/applications/point-beach-
subsequent.html.  This Web site includes application information, the licensing review schedule, 
opportunities for public involvement, project manager information, and other relevant 

1 The NRC’s requirements for conducting the scoping process and for preparing a scoping summary 
report are found at 10 CFR 51.29, “Scoping-environmental impact statement and supplement to 
environmental impact statement.”
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appropriate, including the GEIS and the SEIS for the initial license renewal of Point Beach 
(ADAMS Accession No. ML052230490).

Other Environmental Review and Consultation Requirements

Concurrent with its NEPA review, the NRC staff is consulting with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service (FWS) under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (ESA) to evaluate the 
potential impacts of the operation of Point Beach for an additional 20 years on endangered and 
threatened species and their critical habitat.  Consistent with 36 CFR 800.8(c), the staff is also 
consulting with affected Indian Tribes and the Wisconsin State Historic Preservation Office 
(WSHPO) to fulfill its Section 106 obligations under the National Historic Preservation Act 
of 1966 (NHPA).

Timing of Agency Action and How the SEIS Will Be Prepared

Upon completion of the scoping process and site audits, completion of its review of Point 
Beach’s ER and related documents, and completion of its independent evaluations, the NRC 
staff will compile its findings in a draft SEIS.  The staff will make the draft SEIS available for 
public comment.  Based on the information gathered during this public comment period, the staff 
will amend the draft SEIS findings, as necessary, and will then publish the final SEIS.  In 
accordance with 10 CFR 51.102 requirements, the NRC will prepare and provide a Record of 
Decision in accordance with 10 CFR 51.103.  Concurrent with, but separate from this 
environmental review, the staff will document its safety review in a safety evaluation report 
(SER).  The findings in the SEIS and the SER will be considerations in the NRC’s decision to 
issue or deny the subsequent license renewal.

The NRC staff is currently scheduled to reach a decision on the subsequent license renewal by 
July 2022.  Technical editing contractor assistance will be used to produce the draft SEIS and 
final SEIS.  No technical contractor assistance will be used.

Identificaion of Cooperating Agencies

No other Federal agencies are participating in the environmental review as a cooperating 
agency. 

Future Opportunities for Public Participation

The NRC staff plans to issue a draft SEIS (DSEIS) for public comment in October 2021.  The 
DSEIS comment period will offer an opportunity for participants, such as the applicant; 
interested Federal, State, and local government agencies; Tribal governments; local 
organizations; and members of the public to provide further input to the agency’s environmental 
review process.  The DSEIS comments will be considered in the preparation of the final SEIS 
(FSEIS).  Together, the FSEIS and the SER will identify the information considered and the 
evaluations that the staff performed and they will provide the basis for the NRC’s decision on 
NextEra’s application for subsequent renewal of the Point Beach operating licenses.

Scoping Process Conclusion

The comments provided during the environmental scoping process identified many important 
issues that the NRC staff will address in its DSEIS for Point Beach’s subsequent license 
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renewal.  Issues not pertaining to the staff’s environmental evaluation, or that are beyond the 
scope of subsequent license renewal, will not be considered in the DSEIS.

B. Public Comments and Responses

During the scoping period (86 FR 7747), the NRC received scoping comments that provided 
input for the SEIS.  The staff’s responses to scoping comments are summarized in this section.  
Comments were grouped based on being in scope or out of scope, and comments with similar 
themes were further subgrouped to capture the resources concerned. 

Each comment submittal was uniquely identified and when a submittal addressed multiple 
issues, the submittal was further divided into separate comments with tracking identifiers. 

Section C contains a table that identifies the commenters, their affiliation if provided, and the 
ADAMS Accession No. to locate the correspondence.

B.1 Aquatic Ecology and Special Status Species

Comment:  The following comments address the operational and cumulative impacts on 
aquatic species and habitats.  Several commenters expressed concern that continued thermal 
discharges from Point Beach may be contributing to algal blooms or otherwise disrupting the 
ecology of the aquatic food chain from plankton to larger species, including threatened and 
endangered species.  Other commenters requested information about how facility discharge is 
monitored to assess ecological impacts.  One commenter recommended academic and state 
regulatory resources.  Another commenter expressed concern about the potential for impacts 
from contaminants in the discharge and their effect on aquatic life and on humans from 
consumption of fish or during aquatic recreational activities.  Another commenter expressed 
concern regarding the impact of water intake operations at Point Beach on aquatic species and 
about the loss of ecologically important species due to impingement and entrainment.  Several 
commenters requested consideration of cumulative effects from past operations, climate 
change, erosion, non-native species, and accidents to aquatic species and habitats, including 
threatened and endangered species and habitats.

Comments:  (2-5) (2-6) (11-7) (12-4) (12-5) (13-9) (13-11) (14-1) (14-2) (26-8-1) (26-8-4) 
(26-8-5) (26-8-6) (26-11-4) (26-11-5) (33-6) (33-7) (94-2) (95-2) (107-4) (114-3) (115-7) (117-8) 
(125-2) (135-3) (141-2) (144-18) (144-19) (145-1-3) (145-1-5) (145-3-3) (145-3-4) (145-3-5) 
(145-3-7) (156-3) (158-2) (171-15) (171-16) (175-2) (175-3) (177-1-15)

Response:  The NRC staff will describe the physical and ecological aquatic environment in 
SEIS Sections 3.7 and 3.8 to include protected species and habitats, presence of contaminants, 
thermal plumes, and how these have previously affected nearby biota and ecological function.  
The staff will consider past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future operational impacts of 
Point Beach’s subsequent license renewal on the ecological environment and protected species 
and their habitats near the plant.  

B.2 Alternatives—Replacement Power and No-Action

Comment:  The following comments are related to alternative energy sources.  Commenters 
stated that the SEIS must address both the benefits and impacts of alternative energy sources, 
including alternative nuclear technologies that could be used to replace the power that Point 
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Beach generates.  Commenters also noted that the analysis of energy alternatives should 
include energy-efficient measures and energy storage options.

Comments:  (2-17) (2-18) (2-23) (3-2) (5-5) (5-6) (12-2) (13-16) (15-3) (23-15) (24-1-2) (24-32-1) 
(24-36-1) (24-37-1) (24-73-2) (24-77-1) (24-81-1) (24-82-1) (24-84-2) (24-94-2) (24-94-3) 
(24-99-1) (24-105-1) (24-108-2) (24-108-4) (25-6) (26-8-7) (26-11-2) (26-13-7) (26-15-1) (30-4) 
(32-4) (33-3) (37-5) (49-2) (49-4) (52-3) (57-3) (63-2) (70-3) (75-6) (79-1) (79-2) (79-5) (79-6) 
(80-2) (81-2) (109-2) (113-2) (115-10) (120-3-8) (125-7) (131-2) (132-2) (133-6) (138-1) 
(145-4-14) (145-4-17) (145-4-21) (146-8) (146-12) (149-2) (152-2) (154-3) (162-10) (162-12) 
(170-1) (170-2) (170-3) (177-2-10) (177-2-11) (177-2-12) (177-2-15)

Response:  In the SEIS, the NRC staff will evaluate the environmental impacts of the proposed 
action (i.e., subsequent license renewal for Point Beach), as well as a reasonable range of 
alternatives to the proposed action.  The staff will identify alternatives in Chapter 2 and assess 
the impacts of the proposed action and alternatives in Chapter 3.  The staff will also consider 
the feasibility of other technologies and approaches, including energy storage and demand-side 
management, as alternatives to subsequent license renewal.

B.3 Alternatives—Technology and Mitigation

Comment:  The following comments address alternative system designs.  Commenters 
requested that the SEIS evaluate the environmental, economic, and safety impacts of continued 
operation of Point Beach Units 1 and 2, both separately and together.  Commenters also 
requested that the SEIS consider license renewal terms for other than 20-year periods.

Comments:  (2-22) (23-17) (25-7) (92-2) (98-1) (143-6) (145-1-16) (145-4-22) (177-2-16)

Response:  The application before the NRC is for subsequent 20-year renewals of the 
operating licenses for Point Beach.  The purpose and need for the NRC’s proposed action is to 
provide an option to continue plant operations beyond the current licensing terms to meet future 
system generating needs, as such needs may be determined by the licensee, State, utility, 
system, and, where authorized, Federal (other than the NRC) energy policy decisionmakers.  
Similarly, the decision to pursue continued operation of Point Beach as power generation 
sources is a decision that is made by other energy-planning decisionmakers and is outside the 
scope of this review.

In the SEIS, the NRC staff will evaluate a full range of reasonable alternatives to the proposed 
action, as well as mitigative measures.  The staff will identify alternatives in Chapter 2 and 
assess their environmental impacts in Chapter 3.  Applicable mitigation measures will be 
discussed in Chapter 4.  However, it is not practical, nor reasonable, for the staff to evaluate the 
environmental impacts of operating each Point Beach unit separately, because environmental 
impact parameters are generally attributable to the plant as a whole.  Similarly, the 
consideration of economic costs and benefits associated with operating each unit is outside the 
scope of subsequent license renewal (10 CFR 51.95(c)(2)) and, therefore, will not be evaluated 
further.  Concerns relevant to Point Beach’s operational safety are also outside the scope of the 
subsequent license renewal environmental review and will be addressed in the NRC’s parallel 
safety review under 10 CFR Part 54.

Comment:  The following comments address alternative system designs.  Commenters 
requested that the NRC staff evaluate the alternative of replacing the existing once-through 
cooling water system at Point Beach with cooling towers.
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Comments:  (95-1) (95-3) (95-4) (120-2-13)

Response:  The NRC staff will describe the cooling water system used at Point Beach in 
Chapter 2, and it will assess the operational impacts of that system in Chapter 3.  Point Beach’s 
current Wisconsin Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit recognizes that the existing 
once-through cooling water system represents interim Best Technology Available (BTA) for 
minimizing adverse environmental impacts.  Additionally, the State of Wisconsin water quality 
permitting authority has not imposed a cooling tower requirement on the plant.  Further, the 
NRC has limited authority under the Federal Clean Water Act and does not have the authority to 
ensure compliance with other regulatory authorities’ requirements.  Therefore, there is no 
reasonable basis for a SEIS analysis of a mitigation alternative of replacing Point Beach’s 
existing once-through cooling water system with cooling towers.  The NRC does not have the 
regulatory authority to require that NextEra implement an alternative cooling water system as a 
condition of Point Beach’s subsequent license renewal.

B.4 Air Quality and Meteorology

Comment:  The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) expressed concerns pertaining to air 
quality as a result of increases in air emissions from construction equipment used during 
refurbishment and recommended mitigation measures with respect to diesel equipment.

Comments:  (28-3) (28-4)

Response:  The NRC staff will describe the affected environment on and around Point Beach 
relating to air quality and will address the impacts to air quality as a result of the proposed action 
(subsequent license renewal) in Section 3.3 of the SEIS.  The staff notes that it is beyond the 
NRC’s authority to require NextEra to implement the recommended mitigation measures to 
minimize diesel emissions.  The NRC’s authority is limited by statute to the protection of the 
public health and safety from the effects of radiation from nuclear reactors, materials, and waste 
facilities.

B.5 Climate Change

Comment:  Commenters requested that the SEIS consider climate change impacts.  In 
particular, commenters requested that the SEIS include a discussion of the impacts of Lake 
Michigan’s water level changes and rising water temperatures.  Commenters raised concerns 
about the impacts of rising Lake Michigan water levels and climate change on future nuclear 
plant operation. 

Comments:  (2-8) (5-2) (11-6) (13-4) (13-12) (13-13) (23-14) (25-4) (26-9-1) (33-8) (55-2) (75-2) 
(75-5) (90-4) (100-1) (100-2) (107-11) (110-1-8) (110-1-9) (110-2-5) (110-2-6) (115-8) (122-3) 
(125-4) (143-3) (144-21) (145-2-7) (145-2-11) (145-3-11) (145-3-13) (146-1) (148-7) (156-4) 
(160-4) (162-3) (162-18) (168-3) (168-9) (168-11) (177-1-8) (177-1-19)

Response:  In Section 3.15.3 of the SEIS, the NRC staff will discuss observed changes in 
climate and potential future climate changes during the subsequent license renewal term, based 
on climate model simulations under future global greenhouse gas emission scenarios.  The staff 
will also consider the potential cumulative, or overlapping, impacts from climate change on 
environmental resources where there are incremental impacts of the proposed action.  While 
the SEIS will consider the potential effects of climate change on environmental resource 
conditions, the effects of climate change on the safety of Point Beach structures, systems, and 
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components are outside the scope of the staff’s license renewal environmental review.  Rather, 
an operating nuclear power plant is subject to continuous NRC oversight under the Reactor 
Oversight Process, wherein emerging safety and security issues are addressed.  In the event 
action is needed to ensure public safety, the NRC would require it as part of its oversight of the 
operating license, outside the scope of license renewal.

Comment:  The commenters requested that the SEIS consider life-cycle greenhouse gas 
emissions associated with nuclear power plants and compare greenhouse gas emissions from 
continued operation of Point Beach and replacement power alternatives.  

Comments:  (44-3) (49-1) (145-5-4) (145-5-6)

Response:  The NRC staff will quantify direct greenhouse gas emissions under the proposed 
action of subsequent license renewal of Point Beach, and from alternatives to the proposed 
action, in Section 3.15.3 of the SEIS.  The staff notes that Section 4.12.3.1 of the GEIS 
discusses life-cycle greenhouse gas emissions associated with nuclear power generation, 
natural gas power generation, coal power generation, and renewable energy sources.

B.6 Cumulative Impacts

Comment:  The following comments requested that the NRC staff conduct a thorough analysis 
of other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future cumulative actions potentially 
impacting the quality of the human environment, including both short- and long-term impacts.  
Commenters specifically requested analysis of potential cumulative impacts to surface water 
and groundwater resources.  

Comments:  (109-7) (141-11) (158-10) (171-14)

Response:  Consistent with the NRC’s NEPA regulations (10 CFR Part 51), the NRC staff will 
analyze all of the environmental impacts that are reasonably foreseeable and have a reasonably 
close causal relationship to the proposed action.  In Chapter 3 of the SEIS, the impacts of the 
proposed action will be analyzed in conjunction with other past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions at Point Beach.

B.7 Decommissioning

Comment:  The following comments are concerned with the impacts of the no-action 
alternative, decommissioning, and the continued storage of nuclear waste and spent fuel at 
Point Beach.  Commenters stated that, in the SEIS, the NRC must address the impacts of the 
no-action alternative, decommissioning, nuclear waste and spent fuel storage, and returning the 
Point Beach site to its original natural condition.

Comments:  (2-20) (86-8) (109-5) (109-6) (110-2-18) (134-5) (144-2) (145-4-19) (155-1) 
(177-2-13)

Response:  The environmental impacts of no-action, decommissioning, and the continued 
storage of nuclear waste and spent fuel at Point Beach will be addressed during the 
environmental review.  While the NRC will make its decision to renew the operating licenses on 
the basis of safety and environmental considerations, the final decision to continue plant 
operations will be made by the licensee, State, utility, system, and, in some cases, Federal 
(non-NRC) decisionmakers.  Their decision will be based on economics, energy reliability goals, 
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and other objectives over which they may have jurisdiction.  The impacts of decommissioning 
nuclear plants are also evaluated in the “Generic Environmental Impact Statement on 
Decommissioning of Nuclear Facilities: Supplement 1, Regarding the Decommissioning of 
Nuclear Power Reactors” (NUREG-0586, Supplement 1) (ADAMS Accession Nos. 
ML023470327, ML023500228, and ML023500295).  A separate environmental review will be 
conducted in response to the license termination plan, required to be submitted by the licensee 
at least two years before termination of the license, demonstrating, among other things, that the 
facility and site will meet the criteria for decommissioning in 10 CFR Part 20, Subpart E.  The 
impacts from the continued storage of spent nuclear fuel after the termination of reactor 
operations are addressed in the “Generic Environmental Impact Statement for Continued 
Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel” (NUREG-2157) (ADAMS Accession No. ML14198A440).  The 
environmental impact of the no-action alternative, including the shutdown of Point Beach, will be 
discussed for each resource area in Chapter 3 of the SEIS.

Comment:  The following comments are concerned with the financial viability of NextEra to 
completely decommission Point Beach, including maintaining the continued storage of spent 
nuclear fuel.  Commenters requested assurance from the NRC that sufficient funds will be 
available to complete the decommissioning of Point Beach while maintaining spent fuel storage 
facilities.

Comments:  (2-21) (26-15-3) (86-7) (110-1-21) (110-2-8) (110-2-10) (110-2-16) (145-4-20) 
(177-2-14)

Response:  The NRC’s regulations at 10 CFR 50.75 require a nuclear power plant licensee to 
provide reasonable assurance that funds will be available for decommissioning the plant.  To 
comply with this requirement, NextEra has established for Point Beach a Decommissioning 
Trust Fund in which the total amount of funds would be sufficient to pay decommissioning costs 
at the time permanent termination of operations is expected.  NextEra is required to submit a 
biannual, publicly available status report that updates the Point Beach Decommissioning Trust 
Fund status.  The status of the Point Beach Decommissioning Trust Fund is outside the scope 
of license renewal environmental reviews because it is a current operating, as opposed to an 
aging management, issue and, therefore, will not be evaluated further in the SEIS.  

As explained in the GEIS, the NRC has developed regulations and guidance for the 
decommissioning of nuclear power plants.  These include 10 CFR 50.82, “Termination of 
license,” Subpart E, “Radiological criteria for license termination,” to 10 CFR Part 20, “Standards 
for protection against radiation,” and “Consolidated Decommissioning Guidance” 
(NUREG-1757) (ADAMS Accession Nos. ML063000243, ML063000252, and ML12048A683).  
At the end of decommissioning, the nuclear power plant site and any remaining structures can 
be released for unrestricted or restricted use.  The radiological criteria for releasing nuclear 
power plant sites for unrestricted use are specified in 10 CFR 20.1402.  The environmental 
impacts from radiological and nonradiological accidents during decontamination and 
decommissioning are evaluated in NUREG-0586.

B.8 Environmental Justice

Comment:  Several commenters recommended that the NRC meet with environmental justice 
communities, including low-income, minority, and Tribal populations, during the license renewal 
environmental review.  Commenters also recommended that the environmental justice impact 
analysis consider a range of environmental impact pathways.
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Comments:  (23-13) (26-2-1) (49-5) (118-3) (127-3) (162-16) (166-2)

Response:  The environmental justice impacts of license renewal, including spent fuel storage 
and postulated accidents during the renewal term, will be addressed in Chapter 3 of the SEIS.  
All Tribes potentially affected by the continued operation of Point Beach will be contacted and 
consulted, if requested, during the environmental review.  The environmental justice impacts of 
the uranium fuel cycle, including mining and milling, are addressed in separate NEPA 
documents associated with those facilities.  The environmental justice impacts from the 
continued storage of spent nuclear fuel after the termination of reactor operations are addressed 
in NUREG-2157.  

B.9 General Environmental Concerns

Comment:  Commenters expressed general concerns about the environment.  Many 
commenters requested that the NRC staff conduct a thorough environmental impact 
assessment and evaluate issues including air quality, water supply and quality, waste 
generation, climate change, economic impacts, and ecological impacts on habitats and species.  
Some commenters expressed concern about mitigation plans. 

Comments:  (2-24) (24-7-1) (24-9-1) (24-17-1) (24-26-1) (24-31-1) (24-35-1) (24-47-1) (24-51-1) 
(24-91-2) (24-100-1) (24-102-1) (24-114-1) (26-11-1) (63-1) (100-7) (110-1-2) (110-1-6) (117-7) 
(141-3) (141-6) (141-8) (141-10) (145-1-14) (145-4-18) (145-5-3) (148-2) (149-3) (158-3) 
(158-7) (158-9) (168-1) (177-2-17)

Response:  In the SEIS, the NRC staff will consider the issues identified in these comments, 
among other matters.  The staff will describe the affected environment at Point Beach in 
Chapter 3 of the SEIS and will evaluate the environmental impact of renewing the operating 
licenses for Point Beach.  Mitigation was considered for Category 1 issues in the GEIS.  The 
staff will review any new and significant information not included in the GEIS, including 
appropriate mitigation for all Category 2 (i.e., plant-specific) issues. 

B.10 Geology and Soils

Comment:  The following comment addresses the geology and soils of the Point Beach site and 
vicinity.

Comment:  (145-1-12)

Response:  The geologic environment and soils of the Point Beach site will be described in 
Section 3.4 of the SEIS.  Impact issues related to geology and soils were evaluated in the GEIS 
and were determined to be Category 1 (i.e., generic) issues.  Any new and significant 
information concerning geologic and soil impacts will be discussed in Section 3.4 of the SEIS.

Comment:  The following comments address the occurrence and frequency of seismic events 
at Point Beach and the potential effects of a seismic event on the plant.

Comments:  (86-3) (107-7) (107-14) (145-1-10)

Response:  The seismic setting of the Point Beach site will be briefly summarized in Section 3.4 
of the SEIS.  However, the potential effects of seismic activity on Point Beach are outside the 
scope of the license renewal environmental review and, therefore, will not be evaluated further 
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in the development of the SEIS.  The potential effects of seismic activity on operating reactors 
are evaluated by the NRC in an ongoing process that is separate from the license renewal 
process.

B.11 Historic and Cultural Resources

Comment:  These comments are related to the NRC’s request for Section 106 consultation 
under the NHPA (54 U.S.C. 300101 et seq.).  The Nottawaseppi Huron Band of the Potawatomi 
stated that it did not object to the proposed project.  The Miami Tribe of Oklahoma stated that it 
is not aware of any historic documentation that would link a specific Miami Tribe of Oklahoma 
cultural or historic site to the proposed site, but would like to be immediately consulted if any 
human remains or Native American cultural items pursuant to the Native American Graves 
Protection and Repatriation Act or archaeological evidence is discovered during any phase of 
the project.  The Wisconsin State Historic Preservation Office (WSHPO) accepted the invitation 
to participate in consultation and requested that an architectural resources survey be conducted 
of Point Beach, including all ancillary buildings and structures, to identify all structures that meet 
the 50-year threshold for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places.  The WSHPO also 
requested that NextEra update its equivalent Historic Properties Management Plan to include 
architectural resources.  

Comments:  (29-1) (179-1) (180-1) (180-2)

Response:  The NRC appreciates the responses from the Nottawaseppi Huron Band of the 
Potawatomi, the Miami Tribe of Oklahoma, and the WSHPO.  The NRC is conducting 
Section 106 consultation through NEPA in accordance with 36 CFR 800.8(c).  The regulations 
in 36 CFR Part 800, “Protection of historic properties,” require that the NRC consult with any 
Indian Tribe that attaches religious and cultural significance to historic properties that a 
proposed action/undertaking may affect.  The NRC’s ongoing Section 106 consultation with 
consulting parties will be described in Section 3.9 of the SEIS.  This section will also identify and 
describe historic and cultural resources that subsequent license renewal may affect.

Comment:  Commenters expressed concerns related to NextEra’s Tribal outreach efforts and 
information not mentioned in communications from NextEra to Indian Tribes regarding human 
health and waste management.  Commenters requested that the NRC initiate Tribal 
interactions.

Comments:  (145-4-10) (165-7) (167-4)

Response:  The NRC is independently conducting NHPA Section 106 consultation through 
NEPA in accordance with 36 CFR 800.8(c).  The regulations in 36 CFR Part 800 establish the 
requirements for the NRC to consult with any Indian Tribe that attaches religious and cultural 
significance to historic properties that the proposed action may affect.  The NRC will describe 
ongoing Section 106 consultation for the Point Beach subsequent license renewal in Section 3.9 
of the SEIS.  Additionally, Sections 3.11 and 3.13 will describe human health and waste 
management impacts associated with the proposed action.

Comment:  Several commenters requested that the SEIS consider the impacts to historic and 
cultural resources and that the NRC consult with Indian Tribes.  Commenters expressed 
concerns related to:  the fact that no cultural resource surveys were conducted before original 
construction or ongoing construction activities at the Point Beach site; impacts to unknown 
cultural resources that have yet to be identified on the Point Beach site in addition to those 
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already identified; the fact that Point Beach’s historic and cultural resource procedures are not 
publicly available; and consideration of treaty rights.

Comments:  (110-1-11) (141-4) (145-1-13) (158-4) (165-1) (165-2) (165-3) (165-4) (165-6) 
(166-3) (166-4) (166-5) (166-6) (167-1) (167-2) (167-3) (167-5)

Response:  The NRC staff will identify and describe historic and cultural resources that may be 
impacted by subsequent license renewal in Chapter 3 of the SEIS.  The SEIS will discuss 
cultural resource surveys that have been conducted within the Point Beach site boundary and 
NextEra’s onsite cultural resource protection procedures.  The staff identified cession treaties 
affecting the location of the Point Beach site and immediate vicinity, but the treaties did not 
contain continuing hunting, fishing, or gathering rights that affect the Point Beach area (Treaty of 
Washington (7 Stat. 342) amended). 

The NRC is independently conducting NHPA Section 106 consultation through NEPA in 
accordance with 36 CFR 800.8(c).  The regulations in 36 CFR Part 800 require the NRC to 
consult with any Indian Tribe that attaches religious and cultural significance to historic 
properties that may be affected by a proposed action/undertaking.  The NRC will describe its 
ongoing Section 106 consultation for the Point Beach subsequent license renewal in Chapter 3 
of the SEIS.

B.12 Human Health

Comment:  Commenters expressed concern about the availability of radiological monitoring 
data and the risks to both plant workers and the public posed by radioactive releases in air and 
water from Point Beach Units 1 and 2.

Comments:  (24-55-1) (26-7-4) (26-14-3) (30-1) (35-2) (35-4) (104-3) (110-1-16) (115-6) (119-1) 
(119-2) (119-3) (119-4) (119-6) (120-1-18) (120-2-1) (120-2-2) (120-2-4) (120-2-15) (120-2-16) 
(120-2-17) (120-2-18) (120-2-19) (120-2-20) (120-3-2) (120-3-9) (120-3-10) (125-1) (125-6) 
(129-4) (133-5) (135-2) (143-5) (144-11) (144-17) (145-1-2) (145-1-7) (145-1-9) (145-3-16) 
(145-3-17) (145-4-5) (148-4) (154-1) (156-1) (156-5) (156-11) (162-15) (162-17) (165-5) (171-2) 
(171-7) (171-8) (171-11) (175-5) (176-2) (177-1-11) (177-1-17) (177-2-7)

Response:  Nuclear power reactors routinely release radioactive gaseous and liquid effluents 
into the environment.  The NRC requires these effluents to be monitored and controlled to 
protect the public health and safety in accordance with its radiation protection standards in 
10 CFR Part 20.  Each nuclear power plant has radiation monitoring instruments and 
procedures to control the release of these radioactive effluents and must submit an annual 
radioactive effluent release report to the NRC.  This report summarizes the types and quantities 
of radioactive materials released into the environment.  The annual radioactive effluent release 
reports for Point Beach are publicly available in the NRC’s Web-based ADAMS, which is 
accessible at http://www.nrc.gov/reading-rm/adams.html.  Links to these reports are also 
provided on the NRC’s Web site for Point Beach (accessible at https://www.nrc.gov/info-
finder/reactors/poin1.html and https://www.nrc.gov/info-finder/reactors/poin2.html under the 
“Plant Environmental Report” heading).  Radiation exposure to workers and the public was 
evaluated in the GEIS, wherein the impacts were determined to be SMALL and a Category 1 
(i.e., generic) issue if the releases and doses do not exceed the permissible levels in the NRC’s 
regulations.  The NRC staff will consider whether any new and significant information relative to 
human health has been identified; if so, it will evaluate this new information in applicable 
sections of Chapters 2 and 3 of the SEIS.
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Comment:  Commenters expressed concern about whether the SEIS will address risks to 
women, pregnant woman, children, and infants.

Comments:  (26-14-1) (26-14-2) (30-2) (117-1) (120-3-11) (127-2) (156-10) (163-4) (171-1) 
(176-3) (177-1-12)

Response:  Current radiological limits that protect the public health and safety are carefully 
considered from the recommendations of national and international scientific review boards and 
are conservative to protect children as well as adults.  Radiation exposure to the public was 
evaluated in the GEIS, wherein the impacts were determined to be SMALL and a Category 1 
(i.e., generic) issue if the releases and doses do not exceed the permissible levels in the NRC’s 
regulations.  The NRC staff will consider whether any new and significant information relative to 
human health has been identified; if so, it will evaluate this new information in Section 3.11 and 
other applicable sections of the SEIS.

Comment:  Commenters expressed concern about the risk to the public from radionuclides in 
Lake Michigan and the groundwater. 

Comments:  (1-3) (14-3) (71-6) (110-1-7) (110-1-13) (144-12) (145-1-4) (145-1-6) (145-1-8) 
(145-3-9) (145-3-10) (168-13)

Response:  Radiation exposure to the public was evaluated in the GEIS, wherein the impacts 
were determined to be SMALL and a Category 1 (i.e., generic) issue if the releases and doses 
do not exceed the permissible levels in the NRC’s regulations.  The NRC staff will consider 
whether any new and significant information relative to human health has been identified; if so, it 
will evaluate this new information in the appropriate sections of SEIS Chapters 2 and 3.  The 
issue of radionuclides released to groundwater was evaluated in the GEIS and determined to be 
a Category 2 (i.e., plant-specific) issue.  The staff will discuss groundwater hydrology and 
groundwater quality, including the presence of radionuclides, in and around the Point Beach site 
in Section 3.5.2 of the SEIS.  The staff will also address the potential impacts of the proposed 
action (subsequent license renewal) on groundwater resources in Section 3.5.2 of the SEIS.

Comment:  The commenters expressed concern regarding the presence of Carbon-14 in 
effluents from nuclear reactors.

Comments:  (26-18-3) (145-5-5) (145-5-9)

Response:  Carbon-14 is formed in nuclear reactors due to absorption of neutrons by carbon, 
nitrogen, or oxygen.  These elements may be present as components of the fuel, moderator, or 
structural hardware, or they may be present as impurities.  Air emissions, including emissions of 
radionuclides, were evaluated in the GEIS and were determined to be Category 1 (i.e., generic) 
issues.  Any new and significant information concerning gaseous radionuclide emissions will be 
addressed in applicable sections of Chapters 2 and 3 of the SEIS.

Comment:  The following comment expressed concerns about the accuracy of the Radiation 
Environmental Monitoring Program (REMP) at Point Beach and requested an expansion of the 
REMP. 

Comment:  (120-3-1)
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Response:  The REMP is designed to provide data on measurable levels of radiation and 
radioactive materials in the environment around a nuclear power plant.  The results of the 
REMP are intended to supplement the results of the radiological effluent monitoring program by 
verifying that the measurable concentrations of radioactive material and levels of radiation are 
not higher than expected, based on the effluent measurements and modeling of the 
environmental exposure pathways.  The two programs work together as a check against each 
other.  The REMP provides measurements of radiation and radioactive materials in those 
exposure pathways and for those radionuclides which lead to the highest potential radiation 
exposure to members of the public.  Separate from the NRC’s license renewal environmental 
review, the NRC staff reviews Point Beach’s REMP as part of its ongoing inspection program.  
Radiation exposure to the public was evaluated in the GEIS, wherein the impacts were 
determined to be SMALL and a Category 1 (i.e., generic) issue if the releases and doses do not 
exceed the permissible levels in the NRC’s regulations.  The staff will consider whether any new 
and significant information relative to human health has been identified; if so, it will evaluate this 
new information in Chapters 2 and 3 of the SEIS.  The staff will discuss the latest available 
results from the Point Beach REMP and effluent release monitoring program in Chapter 2 of the 
SEIS.  

B.13 Postulated Accidents and Severe Accident Mitigation Alternatives (SAMA)

Comment:  Several commenters expressed concern about postulated accidents, including 
those caused by tornados, earthquakes, or the embrittlement of the Point Beach reactor 
vessels.  Specific concerns included such possible accident consequences as acute fatalities, 
radiation injuries, cancers (particularly thyroid cancers), environmental contamination, 
radioactive releases, spills, fire risks, impacts on drinking water and Lake Michigan, impacts on 
wildlife and forests, and the impacts of lake level rise.  In addition, commenters inquired about 
the potential causes of accidents, citing the accidents that took place at nuclear power plants in 
Chernobyl and Fukushima.  Commenters also expressed concerns about the impact on 
vulnerable populations, the potential economic impacts of accidents, and accidents involving 
multiple nuclear power generating units.

Comments:  (2-3) (2-4) (4-2) (11-2) (12-3) (13-2) (15-5) (23-7) (23-8) (23-9) (23-10) (25-5) 
(26-1-2) (26-7-1) (26-10-4) (26-10-6) (26-10-7) (26-11-3) (26-13-5) (26-15-2) (32-1) (33-4) 
(77-2) (77-3) (77-5) (94-4) (109-1) (110-1-14) (111-6) (115-4) (116-2) (116-3) (116-5) (117-4) 
(117-9) (120-1-14) (120-3-16) (120-3-17) (120-3-19) (125-3) (125-5) (125-13) (133-1) (144-10) 
(145-3-15) (145-3-19) (145-5-13) (145-6-12) (146-3) (148-1) (148-6) (160-5) (163-3) (176-1) 
(176-5) (177-1-10) (177-1-14)

Response:  The GEIS determined that the environmental impacts of design basis accidents are 
SMALL for all plants.  In addition, for severe accidents, the GEIS determined that the 
probability-weighted consequences of atmospheric releases, fallout onto open bodies of water, 
releases to groundwater, and societal and economic impacts from severe accidents are SMALL 
for all plants.  The NRC staff will consider any new and significant information that could affect 
the environmental impacts related to postulated severe accidents or that could affect the results 
of a previous severe accident mitigation alternative assessment in Chapter 3 and Appendix F of 
the SEIS.

B.14 Radioactive Waste

Comment:  Commenters expressed concern about the additional nuclear waste to be 
generated over the additional 20 years of plant operation and questioned whether there is 
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sufficient onsite storage capacity at Point Beach.  Commenters also expressed concern with 
NextEra’s ability to finance additional onsite storage.

Comments:  (1-2) (2-2) (5-1) (13-6) (26-4-1) (105-3) (110-1-19) (143-2) (145-2-5) (156-8) 
(169-1) (177-1-6)

Response:  NextEra indicates in its ER that an independent spent fuel storage installation 
(ISFSI) expansion may be needed to accommodate the additional spent fuel generated during 
the period of extended operation, and that the ISFSI expansion would occur generally west of 
the existing facility within the ISFSI-defined area.  The environmental impacts of an ISFSI 
expansion to accommodate additional spent fuel will be addressed as part of the cumulative 
impacts analysis in Chapter 3 of the SEIS.  Regarding costs, in 10 CFR 72.22(e), the NRC 
requires licensees to demonstrate the financial qualifications to cover the estimated operating 
costs over the planned life of the ISFSI.  The financial qualifications of the applicant are outside 
the scope of license renewal environmental reviews because they are not an aging 
management issue and, therefore, will not be evaluated further in the development of the SEIS.

Comment:  Commenters stated that NextEra should provide assurance of its financial 
resources to store spent nuclear fuel during the licensing period without compromising the 
ability to fund decommissioning.  Commenters also expressed concern regarding who will be 
responsible for the costs of removing spent fuel from the site and transporting it to a permanent 
repository. 

Comments:  (110-2-1) (110-2-2) (110-2-3) (110-2-12) (110-2-13) (125-12) (145-3-1)

Response:  The regulations in 10 CFR 72.22(e) require licensees to demonstrate their financial 
qualifications to cover the estimated operating costs over the planned life of the ISFSI for both 
the storage of spent nuclear fuel and the estimated decommissioning costs.  The financial 
qualifications of the applicant and the costs for transportation of spent fuel are outside the scope 
of the environmental review and, therefore, will not be evaluated further in the development of 
the SEIS.

Comment:  The following comments suggested that the SEIS should include an assessment of 
low-level radioactive waste.

Comments:  (70-2) (110-1-12)

Response:  The generation of low-level radioactive waste by operating nuclear power plants 
was evaluated in the GEIS and determined to be a Category 1 (i.e., generic) issue applicable to 
all plants.  The GEIS evaluated all impacts associated with the low-level radioactive waste for all 
nuclear power plants, including Point Beach, and determined that the impact was SMALL.  Any 
new and significant information concerning low-level radioactive waste will be addressed in 
Chapters 2 and 3 of the SEIS.

B.15 Socioeconomics

Comment:  Commenters suggested that the SEIS should address the socioeconomic impacts 
associated with property values being adversely affected by continued Point Beach operations.  
One commenter stated that there was a measurable population flight away from the Point 
Beach reactors in the short time period after the first 20-year license renewal.
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Comments:  (26-8-8) (70-1) (109-3) (115-11) (145-1-18)

Response:  The socioeconomic impacts of license renewal will be discussed in Chapter 3 of the 
SEIS.  However, the economic costs and benefits of renewing an operating license are outside 
the scope of the environmental review.  The regulation, 10 CFR 51.95(c)(2), states, in part, “The 
supplemental environmental impact statement for license renewal is not required to include 
discussion of need for power or the economic costs and economic benefits of the proposed 
action or of alternatives to the proposed action except insofar as such benefits and costs are 
either essential for a determination regarding the inclusion of an alternative in the range of 
alternatives considered or relevant to mitigation."

While the NRC makes its decision whether to renew an operating license on the basis of safety 
and environmental considerations, the final decision to continue operating Point Beach is made 
by the licensee, State, utility, system, and, in some cases, Federal (other than NRC) 
decisionmakers based on considerations such as economics, energy reliability goals, and other 
objectives over which they may have jurisdiction.

Comment:  Several commenters asked that the SEIS address the social and economic impacts 
on the human environment from the proposed action, both positive and negative, including 
impacts to housing, aesthetics, business climate, property values, noise, and other concerns.

Comments:  (2-19) (141-5) (141-9) (145-1-15) (158-5) (158-8)

Response:  Community services and education, population and housing, aesthetics, and noise 
are evaluated in the GEIS.  Any new and significant information at Point Beach concerning the 
socioeconomic impacts of license renewal will be addressed in Section 3.10 of the SEIS.

Comment:  Several commenters asked that the NRC address the impacts of the no-action 
alternative in the SEIS and suggested that various alternatives to the continued operation of 
Point Beach might result in beneficial socioeconomic impacts or less adverse impacts.  
Commenters also expressed concern over the cost effectiveness and impacts of nuclear power 
compared to alternative means of power generation.

Comments:  (2-11) (23-16) (30-5) (145-4-2) (146-5) (163-9) (177-2-3)

Response:  The socioeconomic impacts of the no-action alternative, including plant closure, will 
be addressed for each resource area in Chapter 3 of the SEIS and the impacts of nuclear plant 
closure have been evaluated in NUREG-0586.  The impacts of various alternative means of 
power generation will also be addressed in Chapter 3 of the SEIS.  While the NRC makes its 
decision whether to renew an operating license on the basis of safety and environmental 
considerations, the final decision to continue operating Point Beach is made by the licensee, 
State, utility, system, and, in some cases, Federal (other than NRC) decisionmakers based on 
considerations such as economics, energy reliability goals, and other objectives over which they 
may have jurisdiction.  

B.16 Surface Water Hydrology and Quality

Comment:  Several commenters expressed concern about Point Beach’s use of water from and 
its subsequent discharge to Lake Michigan.  These concerns related to the volume of water 
withdrawn, surface water use conflicts, impacts to lake water quality (including thermal impacts), 
and monitoring requirements.
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Comments:  (11-5) (23-5) (23-6) (24-44-3) (25-3) (100-5) (107-5) (107-16) (120-2-12) (120-2-14) 
(120-3-3) (125-10) (135-1) (145-3-8) (148-3) (171-13) (175-1) (175-4) (177-1-16)

Response:  The NRC staff will describe Point Beach’s cooling and auxiliary water systems in 
Section 2.1.3 of the SEIS.  Section 3.5.1 of the SEIS will describe the plant’s cooling water 
withdrawals and the existing monitoring of the plant’s cooling water discharges.  The impacts of 
license renewal and the continued operation of Point Beach on surface water resources and 
aquatic resources will be considered in Sections 3.5 and 3.7 of the SEIS, respectively.  

Surface water use conflicts at operating nuclear power plants with once-through cooling 
systems were evaluated in the GEIS and were determined to be a Category 1 (i.e., generic) 
issue.  Altered thermal stratification of lakes was evaluated in the GEIS and was determined to 
be a Category 1 issue.  At operating nuclear power plants, the effects of thermal stratification 
from plant cooling water discharge were found to be limited to the vicinity of discharge 
structures.  Any new and significant information concerning these issues will be discussed in 
Sections 3.5 and 3.7 of the SEIS.

Comment:  Several commenters expressed concerns that Point Beach’s discharges could 
cause erosion, impacting site soils, the shoreline, the lake bottom, and the aquatic environment. 

Comments:  (2-7) (13-10) (26-8-3) (145-3-6) (177-1-18)

Response:  The NRC staff will consider the impacts of continued operation of Point Beach on 
surface water resources and aquatic resources, including the discharge of cooling water, in 
Sections 3.5 and 3.7 of the SEIS.  Scouring caused by discharged cooling water was evaluated 
in the GEIS and was determined to be a Category 1 (i.e., generic) issue.  Any new and 
significant information concerning scouring and other effects caused by plant water discharge 
will be discussed in the SEIS.

B.17 Terrestrial Ecology and Special Status Species

Comment:  One commenter requested that the SEIS include an assessment of potential 
impacts to migratory birds that may result from replacing Point Beach with an alternative, 
non-thermal plant.

Comment:  (49-3)

Response:  The NRC staff will address the impacts of various alternative means of power 
generation on terrestrial resources, including migratory birds, in Section 3.6 of the SEIS. 

Comment:  One commenter described a number of threatened and endangered species and a 
critical habitat that the FWS has listed as being in the vicinity of the Point Beach site and 
expressed concern for these species.  The same commenter suggested that the SEIS should 
include how these threatened and endangered species and other nearby species that may be at 
risk will be protected.

Comment:  (144-20)

Response:  Threatened and endangered species and critical habitat on the plant site will be 
addressed as a Category 2 (i.e., plant-specific) issue in Chapter 3 of the SEIS.  The NRC staff 
will also conduct appropriate consultation under the Endangered Species Act.
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B.18 Uranium Fuel Cycle

Comment:  The following comments address the uranium fuel cycle.  Commenters stated that 
the SEIS should consider the environmental impacts of the uranium mining and processing 
required to provide fuel for Point Beach for an additional 20 years of operation.  Commenters 
also expressed concern about the environmental impacts from energy use in the uranium fuel 
cycle. 

Comments:  (12-6) (23-11) (23-12) (26-11-6) (33-10) (109-4) (156-9)

Response:  Uranium fuel cycle issues were evaluated in the GEIS and were determined to be 
Category 1 (i.e., generic) issues.  The NRC staff will consider whether any new and significant 
information relative to the uranium fuel cycle has been identified; if so, it will evaluate this new 
information in Section 3.15 of the SEIS.

Comment:  Several commenters expressed concern about the safety of storing spent nuclear 
fuel on site and about where the spent fuel will be stored long-term.  Commenters also 
expressed concerns about the integrity of spent fuel storage casks and how such casks are 
monitored.  Commenters requested that the SEIS include information on the movement and 
onsite storage of spent fuel.  

Comments:  (1-1) (2-1) (4-1) (15-2) (19-1) (23-2) (25-2) (26-2-2) (26-9-3) (33-9) (56-2) (60-7) 
(75-1) (75-4) (90-2) (100-8) (100-12) (104-6) (104-7) (105-1) (105-2) (110-1-18) (110-2-14) 
(115-3) (126-1) (129-1) (133-3) (144-4) (145-1-19) (145-2-2) (145-2-3) (145-2-6) (145-2-12) 
(145-2-13) (145-2-15) (145-2-16) (145-2-18) (146-4) (146-6) (177-1-4) (177-1-5)

Response:  Onsite storage of spent nuclear fuel was evaluated in the GEIS, as reaffirmed by 
the NRC’s 2014 Final Rule on Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel (79 FR 56238).  It was 
determined to be a Category 1 (i.e., generic) issue.  For the period after the licensed life for 
reactor operations, the impacts of onsite storage of spent nuclear fuel during the continued 
storage period are discussed in NUREG-2157 and, as stated in 10 CFR 51.23(b), shall be 
deemed incorporated into the SEIS.  The NRC certifies casks approved for storage of spent 
nuclear fuel in accordance with 10 CFR Part 72, “Licensing requirements for the independent 
storage of spent nuclear fuel, high-level radioactive waste, and reactor-related greater than 
Class C waste.”  The NRC requires the evaluation of natural hazards, including storms and 
flooding, on the safety of spent fuel storage as part of its oversight of the current operating 
license and, therefore, this issue is outside the scope of license renewal.  The NRC staff will 
consider whether any new and significant information relative to spent nuclear fuel storage has 
been identified; if so, it will evaluate this new information in the applicable sections of 
Chapters 2 and 3 of the SEIS.

Comment:  Commenters expressed concern about safe storage, as well as the long-term 
(permanent) storage and disposal, of high-level waste and spent nuclear fuel.

Comments:  (10-1) (11-4) (12-8) (23-4) (24-1-1) (24-3-1) (24-4-1) (24-13-1) (24-20-1) (24-29-1) 
(24-37-2) (24-43-3) (24-44-1) (24-60-2) (24-84-3) (24-91-1) (24-107-1) (24-107-2) (24-111-1) 
(26-1-1) (26-11-7) (26-13-2) (26-13-3) (26-15-6) (26-15-7) (30-3) (32-2) (80-1) (90-5) (94-1) 
(100-11) (107-12) (120-3-7) (121-1) (131-1) (134-4) (135-6) (139-1) (144-6) (145-2-1) (145-3-2) 
(145-5-10) (145-6-7) (160-7) (162-14) (162-24) (163-7) (169-2) (172-2)
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Response:  Regarding spent fuel storage during the licensed life of reactor operations—
including the subsequent license renewal term—the NRC evaluated the onsite storage of spent 
nuclear fuel in the GEIS.  As the NRC’s 2014 Final Rule on Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear 
Fuel (79 FR 56238) reconfirms, onsite storage during the license renewal term was determined 
to be a Category 1 (i.e., generic) issue applicable to all plants with SMALL environmental 
impacts.  The NRC staff will describe the management of radioactive waste in Chapters 2 and 3 
of the SEIS and will consider any new and significant information regarding radioactive waste 
impacts from renewing the operating licenses for Point Beach in Section 3.13 of the SEIS.

For the storage period after the licensed life of reactor operations, the impacts from onsite 
storage of spent nuclear fuel during the continued storage period are discussed in 
NUREG-2157 and, as stated in 10 CFR 51.23(b), shall be deemed incorporated into the SEIS.  
This issue will not be evaluated further in the development of the SEIS.

Regarding permanent storage and disposal, the Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982 authorized 
the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) to dispose of high-level radioactive waste (HLW) and 
spent nuclear fuel.  Siting and construction of a high-level waste storage facility is the 
responsibility of the DOE.  The NRC’s role is to serve as the independent regulator for the 
design, construction, operation, and eventual decommissioning of the repository.

Offsite radiological impacts of spent nuclear fuel and HLW disposal are discussed in 
Section 4.11.1.3 of the GEIS.  This is a Category 1 issue with no specific level of significance 
assigned.  Table B-1 of Appendix B to Subpart A of 10 CFR Part 51 states that, “The 
Commission concludes that the impacts would not be sufficiently large to require the NEPA 
conclusion, for any plant, that the option of extended operation under 10 CFR [P]art 54 should 
be eliminated.”  This issue will not be evaluated further in the development of the SEIS.

Comment:  The following comments relate to waste management.  Commenters questioned the 
energy requirements of onsite storage of spent nuclear fuel in pools, the capacity of the spent 
fuel pools to store additional fuel, the potential disruption from extreme weather events, and 
what portion of the stored fuel would be high burn-up fuel.  

Comments:  (13-3) (26-13-4) (146-14) (162-20) (177-1-7)

Response:  Onsite storage of spent nuclear fuel was determined in the GEIS, as reaffirmed by 
the NRC’s 2014 Final Rule on Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel (79 FR 56238), to be a 
Category 1 (i.e., generic) issue with SMALL environmental impacts during the license renewal 
term.  The NRC staff will describe the management of radioactive waste in Chapters 2 and 3 of 
the SEIS and will consider whether any new and significant information regarding radioactive 
waste impacts from renewing the Point Beach licenses has been identified; if so, it will evaluate 
this new information in Chapter 3 of the SEIS.  The NRC requires evaluation of natural hazards, 
including storms and flooding, on the safety of spent fuel storage as part of its oversight of the 
current operating license.  Therefore, the evaluation of natural hazards is outside the scope of 
license renewal and will not be evaluated further in the development of the SEIS.

Comment:  Several commenters expressed support for the safety of onsite storage of spent 
fuel and the uranium fuel cycle. 

Comments:  (37-4) (40-2) (65-2) (86-5) (96-2) (106-5)
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Response:  Onsite storage of spent nuclear fuel was determined in the GEIS, as reaffirmed by 
the NRC’s 2014 Final Rule on Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel (79 FR 56238), to be a 
Category 1 (i.e., generic) issue with SMALL environmental impacts during the license renewal 
term.  For the period after the licensed life of reactor operations, the impacts from onsite storage 
of spent nuclear fuel during the continued storage period are discussed in NUREG-2157 and, as 
stated in 10 CFR 51.23(b), shall be deemed incorporated into the SEIS.  The NRC staff will 
consider whether any new and significant information relative to spent nuclear fuel storage and 
the uranium fuel cycle has been identified; if so, it will evaluate this new information in Chapter 3 
of the SEIS.

B.19 Transportation

Comment:  Several commenters expressed concern about the transportation of unirradiated 
fuel, spent nuclear fuel, and radioactive waste.  Specific concerns included barge transport of 
radioactive material on Lake Michigan, transportation accidents and spills, transportation doses 
and risks, numbers of shipments, impacts of transportation accidents on Lake Michigan, the 
potential for nuclear criticality after a transportation accident on Lake Michigan, transportation 
cask recovery from Lake Michigan, and the transport of large components, such as steam 
generators, on Lake Michigan.

Comments:  (1-4) (2-9) (13-5) (26-16-1) (31-2) (94-3) (100-9) (115-9) (133-4) (136-1) (136-3) 
(137-1) (137-2) (137-3) (144-5) (145-2-8) (145-2-9) (145-2-10) (145-3-14) (155-2) (155-3) 
(162-21) (177-1-9) (177-2-1)

Response:  Transportation of unirradiated fuel, spent nuclear fuel, and radioactive waste was 
analyzed in Section 4.12.1.1 of the GEIS.  In the GEIS, the NRC staff evaluated the impacts 
from transporting unirradiated fuel; spent nuclear fuel, including high burn-up fuel; and 
radioactive waste to and from nuclear power plants on workers, the public, and the environment.  
As discussed in the GEIS, Table S-4 in 10 CFR 51.52 forms the basis for analysis of these 
impacts in evaluating the applications for license renewal from owners of light water reactors.  
Transportation by truck, rail, and barge was analyzed in WASH-1238, which serves as the basis 
for Table S-4.  The applicability of Table S-4 for license renewal applications was studied 
extensively in the 1996 GEIS and its Addendum 1.  The impacts were found to be SMALL, and 
a Category 1 (i.e., generic) issue.  The staff will consider whether any new and significant 
information relative to the uranium fuel cycle has been identified; if so, it will evaluate this new 
information in Section 3.15 of the SEIS.

B.20 Support of License Renewal

Comment:  The following comments express support for nuclear power, NextEra, or the 
renewal of the operating licenses for Point Beach.  The commenters cited various reasons for 
their support, including the clean energy and grid reliability provided by nuclear power, 
NextEra’s environmental record, the safe operation of Point Beach by NextEra, and the positive 
impact on the community by NextEra and its employees.

Comments:  (3-1) (7-1) (8-1) (16-1) (16-2) (16-3) (16-4) (26-6-1) (26-6-2) (26-6-3) (26-6-4) 
(26-6-5) (26-6-6) (34-1) (36-1) (37-1) (37-2) (37-3) (37-6) (38-1) (39-1) (40-1) (40-3) (41-2) 
(41-3) (41-4) (41-6) (42-1) (44-1) (44-4) (45-1) (46-1) (47-1) (47-2) (48-1) (50-1) (50-2) (50-3) 
(51-1) (52-1) (52-2) (53-1) (54-1) (55-1) (57-1) (57-4) (57-5) (58-1) (59-1) (59-2) (59-3) (61-1) 
(61-2) (61-3) (61-4) (61-5) (61-6) (62-1) (64-1) (64-2) (65-1) (66-1) (67-1) (68-1) (69-1) (72-1) 
(73-1) (74-1) (76-1) (76-2) (76-3) (81-1) (81-3) (81-4) (83-1) (83-2) (84-1) (85-1) (86-1) (86-2) 
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(86-4) (86-6) (86-9) (87-1) (87-2) (87-3) (87-4) (88-1) (88-2) (88-3) (89-1) (92-1) (92-3) (93-1) 
(93-2) (96-1) (96-3) (97-1) (98-3) (99-1) (99-2) (99-3) (99-5) (99-6) (99-7) (99-8) (99-9) (99-11) 
(101-1) (101-2) (101-3) (102-1) (102-2) (102-3) (102-4) (103-1) (106-1) (106-2) (106-3) (106-6) 
(108-1) (142-1) (142-2) (142-3) (142-4) (142-5) (142-6) (142-7) (142-8) (142-9)

Response:  These comments are general in nature and provide no new and significant 
information.  Therefore, they will not be evaluated further in the development of the SEIS.  
However, the NRC staff will describe in Chapter 3 of the SEIS the environment around Point 
Beach as it pertains to the following topics generally mentioned in these comments:  (1) the 
alternatives to license renewal—including the impacts of not renewing the Point Beach licenses; 
(2) the impacts to greenhouse gases and the effects of climate change; and (3) the programs in 
place at Point Beach to protect public health, safety, and the environment.  The staff will also 
consider the resource-specific environmental impacts from renewing the Point Beach licenses 
and alternatives to license renewal, within the scope of the NRC’s environmental review, in the 
applicable sections of Chapter 3.

B.21 Opposition to License Renewal

Comment:  The following comments express opposition to nuclear power, NextEra, or the 
renewal of the operating licenses for Point Beach.  The commenters cited various environmental 
concerns, the age of the reactors, and a preference for other energy sources.

Comments:  (4-3) (6-1) (9-1) (11-3) (11-8) (12-1) (12-10) (13-1) (17-1) (18-1) (19-2) (20-1) 
(21-1) (22-1) (24-2-1) (24-5-1) (24-6-1) (24-8-1) (24-10-1) (24-11-1) (24-12-1) (24-14-1) 
(24-15-1) (24-16-1) (24-18-1) (24-19-1) (24-20-2) (24-21-1) (24-22-1) (24-23-1) (24-24-1) 
(24-25-1) (24-27-1) (24-29-2) (24-30-1) (24-33-1) (24-34-1) (24-38-1) (24-39-1) (24-40-1) 
(24-41-1) (24-42-1) (24-43-1) (24-43-2) (24-43-4) (24-44-2) (24-45-1) (24-48-1) (24-48-2) 
(24-49-1) (24-50-1) (24-52-1) (24-53-1) (24-54-1) (24-54-2) (24-56-1) (24-57-1) (24-57-2) 
(24-58-1) (24-59-1) (24-60-1) (24-61-1) (24-62-1) (24-63-1) (24-64-1) (24-65-1) (24-66-1) 
(24-67-1) (24-68-1) (24-69-1) (24-70-1) (24-71-1) (24-72-1) (24-73-1) (24-74-1) (24-75-1) 
(24-76-1) (24-78-1) (24-79-1) (24-80-1) (24-83-1) (24-84-1) (24-85-1) (24-86-1) (24-87-1) 
(24-88-1) (24-89-1) (24-90-1) (24-92-1) (24-93-1) (24-94-1) (24-95-1) (24-96-1) (24-97-1) 
(24-101-1) (24-103-1) (24-104-1) (24-106-1) (24-108-1) (24-108-3) (24-109-1) (24-112-1) 
(24-113-1) (24-115-1) (24-116-1) (24-117-1) (24-118-1) (24-119-1) (24-120-1) (24-121-1) 
(26-10-9) (26-11-9) (26-13-1) (26-16-4) (26-18-1) (30-6) (31-1) (31-3) (32-5) (35-5) (43-1) (43-3) 
(56-1) (75-3) (77-6) (78-3) (79-3) (82-1) (90-1) (90-7) (91-1) (94-5) (95-5) (100-3) (100-4) 
(100-6) (107-1) (107-15) (107-17) (107-18) (111-1) (111-4) (112-1) (113-1) (114-1) (114-4) 
(116-1) (120-1-1) (120-1-12) (120-1-17) (120-2-3) (120-3-12) (120-4-1) (120-4-4) (122-2) 
(123-1) (124-1) (128-1) (132-1) (136-2) (139-2) (140-1) (143-1) (143-4) (144-1) (145-2-4) 
(145-5-7) (145-6-2) (147-1) (149-1) (149-4) (152-1) (153-3) (156-2) (157-1) (159-2) (159-3) 
(160-1) (160-3) (160-8) (161-1) (161-2) (162-2) (163-1) (163-10) (164-1) (169-3) (169-4) (173-4) 
(177-1-1) (177-1-3) (177-2-18) (178-1)

Response:  These comments are general in nature and provide no new and significant 
information.  Therefore, they will not be evaluated further in the development of the SEIS.  
However, the NRC staff will describe in Chapter 3 of the SEIS the environment around Point 
Beach as it pertains to the following topics generally mentioned in these comments:  (1) the 
alternatives to license renewal—including the impacts of not renewing the Point Beach licenses; 
(2) the impacts to greenhouse gases and the effects of climate change; (3) waste generation; 
and (4) the programs in place at Point Beach to protect public health, safety, and the 
environment .  The staff will also consider the resource-specific environmental impacts from 
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renewing the Point Beach licenses and alternatives to license renewal, within the scope of the 
NRC’s environmental review, in the applicable sections of Chapter 3.  

B.22 NEPA Process

Comment:  The EPA requested that the NRC improve the transparency of its license renewal 
NEPA documents and include a better explanation of the NRC-designated impact categories of 
SMALL, MODERATE, and LARGE.  Further, the EPA requested the citation of specific locations 
within references (rather than citing full documents), clearly outlining methodologies for analysis 
(including mitigation measures unrelated to the NRC’s safety and security responsibilities), and 
employing analyses going beyond regulatory requirements.

Comments:  (28-2) (28-5)

Response:  The NRC staff uses the SMALL, MODERATE, and LARGE significance levels to 
clearly communicate the results of its analysis of the potential environmental impacts of the 
proposed action (license renewal) and the environmental impacts of the alternatives to the 
proposed action, as documented in each site-specific supplement (SEIS) to the GEIS.  The 
criteria for determining the significance levels were based on the Council on Environmental 
Quality (CEQ) guidance and on discussions with the CEQ and the EPA when the significance 
levels were first implemented for nuclear power plant licensing actions.  Definitions of the three 
significance levels are provided in the GEIS and codified in the NRC’s regulations in the 
footnotes to Table B-1 of Appendix B to Subpart A of 10 CFR Part 51.

In conducting license renewal environmental reviews and preparing SEIS documents, the staff 
follows the evaluation procedures and methodologies contained in staff guidance, “Standard 
Review Plans for Environmental Reviews for Nuclear Power Plants Supplement 1:  Operating 
License Renewal” (NUREG-1555, Supplement 1, Revision 1) (ADAMS Accession 
No. ML13106A246).  In each SEIS, the staff describes its consideration of any new and 
significant information for Category 1 (i.e., generic) environmental issues in comparison to the 
findings documented in the GEIS.  For each applicable Category 2 (i.e., plant-specific) 
environmental issue addressed in the SEIS, the staff describes its evaluation and explains the 
methods it used to evaluate the resource-specific environmental impacts of the proposed action.  
These discussions include the associated significance level of each potential impact. 

The staff will describe NextEra’s compliance with applicable environmental quality standards 
and permits at Point Beach in Chapter 3 of the SEIS, including associated mitigation and 
monitoring requirements that State or other Federal regulatory agencies impose.  The staff may 
identify additional mitigation measures associated with its analysis of the potential 
environmental impacts of the proposed action, or alternatives to the proposed action, which 
could further reduce impacts; however, these measures are NRC recommendations and are not 
legally binding.  Nor do they require the applicant to take any specific action.  Mitigation 
measures specific to the NRC’s safety and security responsibilities are enforced through 
periodic NRC inspections and reporting.  These are not generally discussed in the SEIS or 
considered by the staff as part of its license renewal environmental review.  

B.23 License Renewal Process

Comment:  Several commenters questioned the NRC’s license renewal process and requested 
descriptions of the NRC’s licensing process and its authority to regulate NextEra’s compliance 
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with various aspects of the Point Beach licenses, including requiring authorizations and permits 
from outside the NRC prior to relicensing.

Comments:  (2-16) (26-8-2) (28-1) (57-2) (110-1-3) (110-1-5) (110-1-17) (110-1-20) (110-2-17) 
(120-1-7) (120-2-8) (141-7) (145-5-14) (145-5-18) (146-15) (146-16) (146-18) (158-6) (177-2-9)

Response:  The NRC staff conducts both an environmental review and a safety review of each 
license renewal application to determine if the standards for issuance of renewed operating 
licenses set forth in 10 CFR 54.29 have been met.  The staff’s safety review is conducted in 
accordance with 10 CFR Part 54, and the results of the staff’s evaluation are documented in a 
SER issued separately from the SEIS.  The license renewal application includes general 
information and technical information in compliance with 10 CFR Part 54, including a description 
of the plant and any planned modifications.  In accordance with the NRC regulations cited at 
10 CFR 51.16, the applicant is permitted to withhold from public disclosure proprietary 
information, such as trade secrets, privileged or confidential commercial, or financial 
information.  

At the start of an environmental review, a scoping process is conducted to, in part:  (1) define 
the proposed action, (2) determine the scope of the SEIS, and (3) identify any significant issues 
to be analyzed in depth.  This SEIS is intended to supplement and tier from the GEIS.  The NRC 
acknowledges the potential for significant environmental impacts associated with the proposed 
action and has, therefore, identified a SEIS tiering from the GEIS as the appropriate NEPA 
mechanism.  This approach is consistent with the NRC’s environmental protection regulations in 
10 CFR Part 51, which implement Section 102(2) of NEPA.  The NRC has issued 59 initial 
renewal and 3 second renewal SEISs, which tier from the GEIS and are all available at 
https://www.nrc.gov/reading-rm/doc-collections/nuregs/staff/sr1437/index.html. 

In the SEIS, the staff will identify any new and significant information related to the renewal and 
continued operation of Point Beach that might require reconsideration of an environmental issue 
classified as a Category 1 (i.e., generic) issue in the GEIS.

To operate a nuclear power plant, licensees must obtain and maintain compliance with various 
environmental permits and approvals to minimize impacts to the environment.  Agencies other 
than the NRC grant, administer, and enforce these authorizations.  In Chapter 3 of the SEIS, the 
staff will describe NextEra’s compliance with applicable environmental quality standards and 
permits at Point Beach, including associated mitigation and monitoring requirements that the 
State or other Federal regulatory agencies impose.

Comment:  Numerous commenters expressed concern about the public comment 
opportunities, especially during the Coronavirus Disease 2019 (COVID-19) public health 
emergency.  These included technical difficulties with submitting scoping comments, the 
unavailability of relevant documents, issues with Internet access, the general openness and 
extent of the NRC’s public participation process, and publishing the SEIS in languages other 
than English.  These commenters requested increased notification opportunities for the public, 
an extension of the comment period, longer time periods to provide comments during public 
meetings, an e-mail address dedicated to receiving public comments, assurances that the NRC 
will consider public comments received via mail after the end of the comment period, and 
additional public meetings.

Comments:  (2-12) (2-13) (2-14) (2-15) (23-1) (24-46-1) (24-70-2) (24-98-1) (25-1) (26-5-1) 
(26-5-2) (26-8-9) (26-10-1) (26-10-2) (26-13-8) (26-18-5) (27-1) (58-2) (60-3) (60-5) (60-8) 
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(99-10) (104-1) (104-2) (110-1-1) (110-1-4) (110-2-15) (115-1) (115-2) (116-6) (118-1) (118-2) 
(127-1) (145-1-1) (145-4-3) (145-4-4) (145-4-6) (145-4-7) (145-4-8) (145-4-9) (146-17) (153-1) 
(162-1) (171-17) (174-1) (174-2) (174-3) (174-4) (174-5) (177-2-4) (177-2-5) (177-2-6) (177-2-8) 
(181-1) (181-2) (181-3) (181-4) (181-5) (181-6) (181-7) (181-9)

Response:  The NRC staff understands the concerns raised by the commenters and will 
continue to look for ways to improve public notifications and opportunities to comment.  The 
NRC established the time period and methods for receiving comments on the scope of the 
environmental review for the Point Beach subsequent license renewal application to balance its 
goal of ensuring openness in the regulatory processes with its goal of ensuring that its actions 
are effective, efficient, realistic, and timely.  

The NRC attempts to notify all stakeholders of all upcoming licensing reviews.  This includes 
Federal, State, and local agencies, as well as the applicant’s staff, and members of the public or 
citizen advocacy groups that have previously expressed an interest in the regulatory activities 
related to a specific nuclear power facility.  Specifically, the staff used a number of methods to 
inform the public about the February 17, 2021, virtual scoping meeting, the availability of 
supporting information, and the prescribed methods for submitting scoping comments.  The 
NRC’s “Notice of Intent to Conduct Scoping Process and Prepare Environmental Impact 
Statement; NextEra Energy Point Beach, LLC, Point Beach Nuclear Plant, Units 1 and 2” was 
published in the Federal Register on February 1, 2021 (86 FR 7747).  In addition, the NRC 
provided public notice through local newspaper ads (which ran in the Manitowoc Herald Times 
Reporter on February 7, 10, 14, and 17, 2021), a press release, NRC social media, and posting 
on the NRC Web site, Public Meetings Schedule page.  Members of the public who do not have 
access to the Internet can contact the NRC’s PDR staff for information on scheduled meetings 
at 1-800-397-4209 or 301-415-4737, or by e-mail at pdr.resource@nrc.gov.

Separately, the staff responded to correspondence from environmental interest groups, which 
included the Physicians for Social Responsibility Wisconsin and the Sierra Club Wisconsin 
Chapter.  These groups asked the NRC to extend the scoping period and hold additional 
meetings.  The staff responded to these groups by letter (ADAMS Accession Nos. 
ML21056A621, ML21084A258, and ML21094A003) and provided its reasons for concluding that 
the requests did not provide a sufficient basis for extending the established comment period.  
While the staff believes that the 30 days provided were sufficient for the environmental scoping 
comment period, to the extent practicable, it considered additional comments after the close of 
the comment period.

Additionally, members of the public will have a further opportunity to participate in the NRC’s 
evaluation of the environmental impacts of the proposed action by submitting comments 
concerning the NRC staff’s DSEIS following its publication.  Tentatively, the public meeting on 
the DSEIS is scheduled to be held in November 2021.  The meeting date, time, and means for 
the public to participate will be advertised in advance of the meeting, in accordance with agency 
public participation procedures, via the Federal Register, the NRC’s public meeting notification 
system, and local newspaper advertisements.

The NRC staff will conduct an independent analysis in preparing the SEIS, using information 
from a variety of sources, including NextEra’s ER.  The staff will verify the accuracy of the 
information used in the SEIS.  Documents received from the public will become part of the 
official record in support of this subsequent license renewal review.  The NRC agrees that public 
participation and a thorough analysis of the potential environmental impacts of the proposed 
action (subsequent license renewal), and alternatives to the proposed action, are critical to the 
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NRC’s decisionmaking process.  The NRC staff will perform its environmental review and 
develop the SEIS in accordance with NEPA and the NRC’s requirements implementing NEPA in 
10 CFR Part 51.

With respect to the comments suggesting that the NRC publish the SEIS in languages other 
than English, the staff is not aware of any requests for language services.  The NRC does not 
have the resources to translate a document the size of a SEIS into multiple languages.  The 
NRC does not require applicants to provide license application documents in languages other 
than English.  However, the NRC implements its Limited English Proficiency Plan for its 
licensing and other regulatory activities.  As appropriate, and on a case-by-case basis, the NRC 
staff will provide language services or written translation services for background or supporting 
documents associated with its public meetings.

Comment:  The following comments express disagreement with the timing of the license 
renewal process.  The commenters stated that NextEra should not be able to submit a license 
renewal application so far in advance of the expiration dates of its current licenses (2030 for 
Unit 1, and 2033 for Unit 2) and that the NRC should delay its environmental review until closer 
to those dates.

Comments:  (33-1) (33-2) (162-5) (181-8)

Response:  The NRC regulation, 10 CFR 54.17(c), allows licensees to submit license renewal 
applications up to 20 years before the expiration of the licenses currently in effect.  The NRC 
established this earliest date for the submission of license renewal applications after soliciting 
and considering public comments.  In the 1991 statements of consideration for the Nuclear 
Power Plant License Renewal rule (56 FR 64943), the NRC rejected the suggestion that 
20 years of operational and regulatory experience with a particular plant was an insufficient 
period in which to accumulate information on plant performance.  The NRC also rejected 
suggestions that a 5-year or even a 15-year time limit for filing renewal applications would be 
adequate.  The NRC stated that, in establishing the earliest date for license renewal 
applications, it considered the time necessary for utilities to plan for replacement of retired 
nuclear plants.  The NRC found that the lead time for building new electric generation facilities is 
10-14 years, depending on the technology.  When the license renewal rule was revised in 1995, 
the NRC again solicited comments on the earliest date for filing license renewal applications.  
After considering the comments, the NRC concluded that there was no new information 
warranting a change in the earliest date for license renewal applications, either to make it earlier 
or later (60 FR 22461).  

Comment:  Several commenters requested additional consideration of the scientific 
methodology and analysis associated with NEPA analyses.  This included identifying which 
analyses the NRC staff will undertake and which analyses will rely on NextEra’s staff or 
consultants, ensuring that the SEIS relies upon a strict process of scientific methods, 
transparency, and peer review, and consideration of safety-related issues associated with the 
operations of the reactor.

Comments:  (120-3-13) (145-5-15) (145-5-17) (162-6) (162-9)

Response:  The NRC staff conducts both an environmental review and a safety review of each 
license renewal application to determine if the standards for issuance of renewed operating 
licenses set forth in 10 CFR 54.29 have been met.  The staff’s safety review is conducted in 
accordance with 10 CFR Part 54, and the results of the staff’s evaluation are documented in an 
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SER issued separately from the SEIS.  The staff conducts its environmental review in 
accordance with the regulations contained in 10 CFR Part 51, and the results will be 
documented in the SEIS. 

Relevant to the NRC’s environmental review, the staff’s methodology and its approach to 
evaluating the environmental impacts of license renewal follow the guidance and environmental 
information considered common to all nuclear power plants in the GEIS.  In accordance with 
NEPA, the SEIS will take into account available information and will consider new and 
significant information to analyze the environmental impacts of Point Beach license renewal for 
each potentially affected environmental resource area.  Further, in accordance with NRC and 
CEQ regulations, the SEIS incorporates into the analysis, by reference, information from many 
other sources.  The NRC invited commenters to submit additional information for consideration 
in the SEIS during the scoping comment period and will consider those comments in preparing 
the SEIS.  This factual and scientific information, which will be the basis for the staff’s 
environmental review, will be sufficient to make the environmental impact determinations in the 
SEIS.  

B.24 Outside Scope—Aging Management

Comment:  Several commenters expressed concern about aging components at Point Beach or 
the ability to effectively manage aging during the period of extended operation.  Several 
commenters specifically cited reactor pressure vessel embrittlement as a concern.

Comments:  (9-2) (15-1) (24-28-1) (24-110-1) (26-7-2) (26-10-3) (26-10-5) (26-12-1) (26-12-7) 
(26-15-4) (26-17-1) (26-18-4) (32-3) (41-1) (43-2) (44-2) (51-2) (60-6) (71-1) (71-2) (71-3) (71-8) 
(77-1) (77-4) (78-2) (90-6) (105-4) (106-4) (107-2) (107-13) (110-1-10) (110-2-11) (111-2) 
(114-2) (117-2) (117-3) (120-1-13) (120-1-16) (120-2-5) (120-2-11) (120-3-6) (120-3-14) 
(120-3-15) (120-3-18) (120-4-3) (122-1) (124-2) (134-3) (135-4) (144-8) (144-9) (145-3-20) 
(145-6-4) (145-6-10) (146-13) (148-5) (150-1) (156-6) (159-1) (160-2) (162-4) (162-7) (162-8) 
(163-2) (166-1) (168-2) (168-4) (171-9) (173-1) (173-2) (173-3) (177-1-2) (178-2)

Response:  The NRC staff conducts both an environmental review and a safety review of each 
license renewal application.  The staff’s safety review is conducted in accordance with 
10 CFR Part 54, and the results of the staff’s evaluation are documented in an SER issued 
separately from the SEIS.  Operational safety issues related to the management of aging 
structures, systems, and components are outside the scope of the environmental review 
conducted under 10 CFR Part 51.  To be granted renewed licenses, NextEra must demonstrate 
that aging effects will be adequately managed such that the intended functions of the systems, 
structures, and components within the scope of license renewal will be maintained consistent 
with the current licensing basis for the period of extended operation.  In accordance with 
10 CFR Part 54, the staff will conduct a review of the licensee’s aging management programs 
and document the results in the SER.  This issue will not be evaluated further in the 
development of the SEIS.

Comment:  Several commenters expressed concern about aging components at Point Beach 
and requested that the NRC inspect aging components, in addition to computer modeling.  They 
also asked the NRC to examine other, similar reactors when evaluating embrittlement and other 
aging management issues.

Comments:  (120-4-5) (120-4-6) (168-5) (168-6) (168-7) (171-10)
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Response:  The NRC’s environmental review is confined to environmental matters relevant to 
the extended period of operation requested by the applicant.  To the extent that the comments 
pertain to the safety of equipment and aging within the scope of license renewal, these issues 
will be addressed during the NRC staff’s parallel safety analysis review performed under 
10 CFR Part 54 and the results will be documented in a SER.  Operational safety issues are 
outside the scope of 10 CFR Part 51 and will not be evaluated further in the development of the 
SEIS.

B.25 Outside Scope—Emergency Preparedness

Comment:  The following comments address emergency planning or security-related issues.  
On the topic of emergency planning, various commenters expressed skepticism that emergency 
plans at Point Beach are adequate.  On the topic of plant security, one commenter expressed 
the need for security plans at Point Beach to be updated regularly.  Commenters specifically 
mentioned their concerns about the theft of nuclear material and cybersecurity.

Comments:  (5-3) (13-7) (26-12-4) (26-12-5) (26-12-6) (26-14-4) (26-14-5) (26-16-2) (26-16-3) 
(35-1) (71-7) (104-4) (104-5) (107-8) (110-1-15) (117-5) (119-5) (133-2) (144-13) (144-14) 
(145-3-18) (154-2) (163-8) (171-3) (171-4) (171-5) (171-6) (176-4) (177-1-13)

Response:  Emergency preparedness and security are applicable to the current operating 
licenses and are subject to the NRC oversight of the existing or future renewed operating 
licenses.  However, these issues are outside the scope of the environmental review for license 
renewal and, therefore, will not be evaluated further in the development of the SEIS.  

Emergency preparedness and physical security plans are required at all nuclear power plants 
and require specified levels of protection from each licensee regardless of plant design, 
construction, or license date.  Requirements related to emergency planning are set out in the 
NRC’s regulations at 10 CFR 50.47 and Appendix E to 10 CFR Part 50.  Requirements related 
to physical security are set out in the NRC’s regulations in 10 CFR Part 73, “Physical protection 
of plants and materials.”  These requirements apply to all operating licenses and will continue to 
apply to facilities with subsequent renewed licenses.  The NRC has regulations in place to 
ensure that emergency preparedness and security plans are updated throughout the life of all 
plants.  For example, under Appendix E to 10 CFR Part 50, nuclear power plant licensees are 
required to update their evacuation time estimates after every U.S. Census, or when changes in 
population would increase the estimate by either 25 percent or 30 minutes, whichever is less.  
Additionally, the NRC assesses the capabilities of the nuclear power plant licensee to protect 
the public by requiring the performance of a full-scale exercise, including the participation of 
various Federal, State, and local government agencies, at least once every 2 years.  These 
exercises are performed to maintain the skills of the emergency responders and to identify and 
correct weaknesses.  In addition, in 2009, the NRC issued cybersecurity requirements for 
licensees under 10 CFR 73.54, “Protection of digital computer and communication systems and 
networks.”  This regulation requires licensees to provide a high assurance that digital computer 
and communication systems and networks are adequately protected against cyber-attacks, up 
to and including the design basis threats as described in 10 CFR 73.1, “Purpose and scope.”

B.26 Outside Scope—Energy Costs

Comment:  Commenters expressed concern over the cost effectiveness and impacts on tax 
and ratepayers of nuclear power compared to alternative means of power generation.  
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Comments:  (12-9) (26-11-8) (26-17-2) (117-11) (125-9) (144-3) (145-5-2) (145-5-8) (145-6-6) 
(145-6-8) (162-11) (171-18)

Response:  The economic costs and benefits of renewing an operating license are outside the 
scope of the environmental review.  The NRC regulation, 10 CFR 51.95(c)(2), states, in part, 
“The supplemental environmental impact statement for license renewal is not required to include 
discussion of need for power or the economic costs and economic benefits of the proposed 
action or of alternatives to the proposed action except insofar as such benefits and costs are 
either essential for a determination regarding the inclusion of an alternative in the range of 
alternatives considered or relevant to mitigation.”  The purpose and need for the proposed 
action is to provide an option to continue nuclear power plant operations beyond the current 
licensing term to meet future system generating needs, as such needs may be determined by 
the licensee, State, utility, system, and, where authorized, Federal (other than NRC) 
decisionmakers.  The NRC does not make license renewal decisions or recommendations 
regarding the impacts on tax and ratepayers.  The regulatory authority over licensee economics 
falls within the jurisdiction of the State and, to some extent, the Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission.  Therefore, these comments will not be evaluated further in the SEIS.

B.27 Outside Scope—Need for Power

Comment:  Commenters questioned the need for Point Beach and whether there is sufficient 
electricity demand justifying the renewal of the operating licenses, especially when considering 
other energy projects proposed in the region.  Commenters also expressed concerns over the 
centralized power grid and power grid reliability.

Comments:  (26-13-6) (145-4-11) (145-4-12) (145-4-13) (145-5-1)

Response:  The purpose and need for the proposed action is to provide an option to continue 
nuclear power plant operations beyond the current licensing term to meet future system 
generating needs, as such needs may be determined by the licensee, State, utility, system, and, 
where authorized, Federal (other than NRC) decisionmakers.  The NRC does not make license 
renewal decisions or recommendations regarding the need for power or electric grid reliability.  
The regulatory authority over licensee economics (including the need for power and grid 
reliability) falls within the jurisdiction of the State and, to some extent, within the Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission.  Therefore, these comments will not be evaluated further in the 
development of the SEIS.

B.28 Outside Scope—Other Non-Licensing Renewal Actions

Comment:  One commenter expressed concern that NextEra is relying on the two Consolidated 
Interim Storage Facility (CISF) projects currently under review by the NRC for storage of spent 
nuclear fuel.

Comment:  (172-1)

Response:  A CISF is an away-from-reactor ISFSI, licensed under 10 CFR Part 72, for the 
interim storage of spent nuclear fuel.  Whether NextEra transfers its spent fuel to a CISF, if one 
is available, is a business decision outside the scope of the NRC staff’s environmental review. 
Regardless, the staff’s environmental review assumes that, for the period after the licensed life 
of reactor operations, the impacts from onsite storage of spent nuclear fuel during the continued 
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storage period are as discussed in NUREG-2157 and, as stated in 10 CFR 51.23(b), are 
deemed incorporated into the SEIS.

Comment:  One commenter expressed concern about the use of accident tolerant fuel (ATF) in 
the Point Beach reactors during the period of extended operation.

Comment:  (162-23)

Response:  ATF is not currently used in the Point Beach reactors and the NRC has not 
approved an ATF design for unrestricted use.  Any proposed ATF design would have to meet 
the stringent requirements detailed in 10 CFR Part 50 and would be subject to environmental 
review.  Therefore, this issue is not within the scope of the license renewal environmental 
review and will not be evaluated further in the development of the SEIS.

Comment:  Two commenters addressed the issue of reprocessing spent nuclear fuel; one was 
in favor of allowing this, the other was opposed.

Comments:  (98-2) (100-10)

Response:  In SRM-SECY-13-0093, “Reprocessing regulatory framework—status and next 
steps,” the Commission directed the NRC staff to pursue a new reprocessing-specific rule, 
contained in a new part of the NRC’s regulations, for a regulatory framework for licensing a 
reprocessing facility.  However, on March 5, 2021, in SECY-21-0026, “Discontinuation of 
rulemaking—spent fuel reprocessing,” the staff requested approval from the Commission to 
discontinue the spent fuel reprocessing rulemaking based on the limited interest expressed or 
expected from industry to build any type of facility involving reprocessing technologies in the 
near term.  This issue is not within the scope of the license renewal environmental review and 
will not be evaluated further in the development of the SEIS.

B.29 Outside Scope—Safety Concerns

Comment:  The following comments express concerns about the impacts of external events 
and natural hazards—primarily lake-level rise, storm surge, earthquakes, and hurricanes—on 
Point Beach and spent fuel storage.  Many commenters stated that climate change would 
increase the rate of lake-level rise and the frequency and intensity of storm events.  Some 
stated that there was new information that should be considered.  Commenters expressed 
concerns about the vulnerability of the plant to damage by such events, the adequacy of 
existing protections, and whether additional protection would be needed.  Several commenters 
expressed concern about the potential for an accident resulting from external events.  Some 
requested that the risk to and integrity of plant structures be analyzed with respect to lake-level 
rise and extreme storm events. 

Comments:  (1-5) (13-14) (24-110-2) (26-7-3) (26-9-2) (26-12-2) (26-12-3) (60-4) (71-4) (71-5) 
(79-4) (117-6) (120-1-15) (125-11) (135-5) (145-2-14) (145-2-17) (145-2-19) (145-3-12) (146-2) 
(156-7) (158-1) (162-19) (168-10) (168-12)

Response:  The NRC addresses potential hazards to the safe operation of a nuclear power 
plant, including external hazards, through its ongoing oversight of operating licenses.  Such 
oversight will continue during the term of any renewed license.  In addition, the NRC staff’s 
review of the subsequent license renewal application takes into consideration external hazards, 
such as storm surge and rising lake level, in two ways.  First, the risks from external hazards 
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were considered as part of the staff’s review of the severe accident mitigation alternative 
(SAMA) analysis, performed for the initial license renewal of Point Beach.  For subsequent 
license renewal, the staff will consider any new and significant information that is identified as 
relevant to SAMAs.  SAMAs are potential ways to reduce the risk or potential impacts of 
uncommon, but potentially severe accidents.  SAMAs may include changes to plant 
components, systems, procedures, and training.  Second, the external hazard licensing basis 
for the plant helps to inform the scope of the subsequent license renewal safety review.  
Systems, structures, and components (SSCs) that are relied upon to remain functional during 
and after design-basis events are within the scope of subsequent license renewal.  The staff 
review considers whether an applicant will adequately manage the effects of aging on these 
SSCs, such that there is reasonable assurance that the activities authorized by the renewed 
licenses will continue to be conducted in accordance with the plant’s current licensing basis, and 
that any changes to the plant’s current licensing basis for license renewal are in accordance 
with the Atomic Energy Act and NRC’s regulations.  The results of the staff’s safety review will 
be documented in the SER for license renewal and will not be evaluated further in the 
development of the SEIS. 

Comment:  The following comments outline the operating history and safety of Point Beach and 
express general concerns about the safe operation of Point Beach for an additional 20 years.

Comments:  (5-4) (11-1) (26-3-1) (26-3-2) (26-3-3) (26-10-8) (26-15-5) (78-1) (107-3) (120-1-2) 
(120-1-3) (120-1-4) (120-1-5) (120-1-6) (120-1-8) (120-1-9) (120-1-10) (120-1-11) (120-2-6) 
(120-2-7) (120-2-9) (120-2-10) (120-3-4) (120-3-5) (120-4-2) (130-1) (130-2) (130-3) (130-4) 
(134-1) (134-2) (144-7) (145-1-11) (145-5-16) (145-5-23) (145-6-3) (151-1) (153-2) (160-6) 
(162-22) (163-5) (168-8)

Response:  Plant safety culture and operational safety matters are outside the scope of the 
NRC staff’s environmental review and will not be evaluated further in the development of the 
SEIS.  The NRC conducts a separate safety review for the license renewal period.  

B.30 Outside Scope—Security or Terrorism

Comment:  The following comments address security issues at nuclear facilities, including 
terrorist-initiated events and concerns over the security of the electric power grid. 

Comments:  (12-7) (23-3) (41-5) (99-4) (107-9) (145-4-15) (145-4-16) (145-5-11) (145-5-12) 
(145-5-20)

Response:  Security-related issues are addressed as a current operating issue, rather than a 
license renewal issue.  As a result of the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001, the NRC 
conducted a comprehensive review of the agency’s security program and made further 
enhancements to security at a wide range of NRC-regulated facilities.  These enhancements 
included significant reinforcement of the defense capabilities for nuclear facilities, better control 
of sensitive information, enhancements in emergency preparedness to further strengthen the 
agency’s nuclear facility security program, and implementation of mitigating strategies to deal 
with postulated events that could potentially cause loss of large areas of the plant due to 
explosions or fires, including those that an aircraft impact might create.

The NRC routinely assesses threats and other information provided by a variety of Federal 
agencies and sources.  The NRC also ensures that licensees meet appropriate security-level 
requirements.  The NRC will continue to focus on prevention of terrorist acts for all nuclear 
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facilities and will not focus on site-specific evaluations of speculative environmental impacts 
resulting from terrorist acts.  While these are legitimate matters of concern, the staff will 
continue to address them through the ongoing regulatory process as a current and generic 
regulatory issue that affects all nuclear facilities and many of the activities conducted at nuclear 
facilities.  The issue of security and risk from malevolent acts at nuclear power facilities is not 
unique to facilities that have requested renewal of their licenses.

With regard to malevolent acts or sabotage, it is the NRC’s position that malevolent acts or 
sabotage are speculative and beyond the scope of NEPA environmental review and, therefore, 
will not be evaluated further in the development of the SEIS.  The NRC believes that the 
consequences of events initiated by malevolent acts or sabotage would be comparable to or 
bounded by the severe accidents considered in the GEIS.    

B.31 Outside Scope—Other Topics

Comment:  The following comments address issues relating to the consideration of economic 
costs associated with normal operations of Point Beach, maintenance of aging components, or 
an accident.

Comments:  (2-10) (13-15) (33-5) (60-1) (60-2) (90-3) (107-6) (107-10) (110-2-7) (110-2-19) 
(115-5) (115-12) (117-10) (125-8) (129-2) (129-3) (144-15) (144-16) (145-3-21) (145-6-5) 
(145-6-9) (146-7) (146-9) (146-10) (146-11) (148-8) (163-6) (171-12) (177-2-2)

Response:  The consideration of economic costs and benefits is outside the scope of the 
NRC’s license renewal environmental review (10 CFR 51.95(c)(2)) and will not be evaluated 
further in the development of the SEIS.  The purpose and need for the proposed action 
(i.e., issuance of a subsequent renewed license) is to provide an option that allows for power 
generation capability beyond the term of a current nuclear power plant operating license to meet 
future system generating needs, as such needs may be determined by other energy-planning 
decisionmakers.  Similarly, the decision to pursue nuclear power as a power generation source 
is a decision that is made by other energy-planning decisionmakers and is outside the scope of 
this review.  The environmental effects of continued operation of Point Beach will be described 
in Chapter 3 of the SEIS.

Comment:  Commenters expressed concern about NextEra’s liability as plant owner and 
operator, compensation following an accident, and the need to establish contingency funds to 
cover unforeseen events.

Comments:  (13-8) (15-4) (26-18-2) (35-3) (110-2-4) (110-2-9) (111-3) (111-5) (116-4) (133-7) 
(145-1-17) (145-4-1) (145-5-19) (145-5-21) (145-5-22) (145-6-1) (145-6-11)

Response:  The consideration of liability is outside the scope of the NRC’s license renewal 
environmental review.  However, regulations are in place to minimize the occurrence and 
consequences of accidents and to respond to them if they occur.  The mission of the NRC 
includes the protection of the public health and safety and the environment.  The comments 
provide no new information and will not be evaluated further in the development of the SEIS.

Comment:  The following comment addresses NextEra’s business practices and compliance 
with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964.

Comment:  (141-1)
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Response:  The NRC’s authority to regulate the applicant’s business practices is limited to 
activities affecting nuclear safety.  The comment does not implicate nuclear safety and is 
otherwise outside the scope of the NRC’s license renewal environmental review and, therefore, 
will not be evaluated further in the development of the SEIS.  

Comment:  A commenter expressed concern about prioritizing government spending to focus 
on climate change.

Comment:  (162-13)

Response:  The NRC regulates the nuclear industry to protect the public health and safety and 
the environment within existing laws and regulations.  Issues related to government spending 
and priorities are outside of the NRC’s authority and, therefore, will not be evaluated further in 
the development of the SEIS.

C. List of Commenters

The following tables present the comments received by the NRC and identify the commenters. 

Table C-1 provides a list of commenters who provided unique comment submissions 
(i.e., non-form letter submissions) identified by name, affiliation (if stated), the correspondence 
identification (ID) number, the comment source, and the ADAMS Accession Number.  Table C-2 
lists the commenters who submitted all or part of the form content from Beyond Nuclear.  Table 
C-3 lists the commenters who submitted the form content from Sierra Club Wisconsin.  In cases 
where commenters submitted both unique and form content, they are listed in more than one 
table.

Table C-1. Individuals Providing Comments during the Scoping Comment 
Period 

Commenter Affiliation (if stated) Comment Source and 
ADAMS Accession No.

Correspondence 
ID

Agee, Will Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-78

Alberts, Karen Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-11

Allekotte, Joan Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-29

Alsvig, Mary Regulations.gov 
(ML21064A317)

92

Ancel, Nadine Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-26

Anonymous, 
Anonymous

Regulations.gov 
(ML21062A037)

39

Anonymous, 
Anonymous

Regulations.gov 
(ML21062A040)

42

Anonymous, 
Anonymous

Regulations.gov 
(ML21062A128)

56
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Anonymous, 
Anonymous

Regulations.gov 
(ML21062A131)

58

Anonymous, 
Anonymous

Regulations.gov 
(ML21062A140)

64

Anonymous, 
Anonymous

Regulations.gov 
(ML21063A057)

69

Anonymous, 
Anonymous

Regulations.gov 
(ML21063A068)

74

Anonymous, 
Anonymous

Regulations.gov 
(ML21063A095)

84

Anonymous, 
Anonymous

Regulations.gov 
(ML21064A303)

90

Anonymous, 
Anonymous

Regulations.gov 
(ML21064A511)

121

Anonymous, 
Anonymous

Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A041)

161

Anonymous, 
Anonymous

Detroit Hamtramck 
Coalition for 
Advancing Healthy 
Environments

Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A017)

141

Anonymous, 
Anonymous

Nukewatch Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A005)

130

Aron, Sissy Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-10

Aul, Greta Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-75

Baggentos, John Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-4

Bailey, Nancy Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-21

Barbeau, Jim Regulations.gov 
(ML21063A058)

70

Barnes, Kathy Regulations.gov 
(ML21064A332)

100

Barr, Marsha Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-100

Becerril, Ingrid Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-31

Becker, Elaine Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-25

Becker, Theresa Regulations.gov 
(ML21063A070)

76

Behrmann, Ann Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A051)

171

Behrmann, Ann Physicians for Social 
Responsibility 
Wisconsin

E-mail (ML21056A561) 27
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Behrmann, Ann Physicians for Social 
Responsibility 
Wisconsin

E-mail (ML21084A213) 181

Behrmann, Ann Physicians for Social 
Responsibility 
Wisconsin

Meeting Transcript 
(ML21062A192)

26-14

Benedum, Herb Regulations.gov 
(ML21064A244)

88

Benson, Andrew Regulations.gov 
(ML21050A118)

16

Berland, Paul Meeting Transcript 
(ML21062A192)

26-1

Bernard Schaber, 
Penny

Regulations.gov 
(ML21064A356)

114

Bernstein, Laura Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-112

Bittner, Mark Regulations.gov 
(ML21063A096)

85

Black, Shirley Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-44

Blankenship, Joan and 
Darren

Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-88

Bosch, Patricia Nortown Community 
Development 
Corporation

Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A042)

162

Bosold, Patrick Regulations.gov 
(ML21050A131)

20

Boudart, Jan Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A053)

173

Boudart, Jan Nuclear Energy 
Information Service

Regulations.gov 
(ML21064A519)

127

Bowman, Bill Regulations.gov 
(ML21064A518)

126

Boyer, Dennis Regulations.gov 
(ML21064A520)

128

Brangan, Mary Beth Ecological Options 
Network

Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A042)

162

Bronchella, Marcie Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A026)

148

Bruechert, Don Regulations.gov 
(ML21063A097)

86

Bruhaug, Gerrit Regulations.gov 
(ML21062A033)

36

Bryan, D Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-119

Buckley, Gregory Two Rivers City 
Council

Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A018)

142
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Buetow, Kurt Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A037)

158

Buttry, Daniel Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A025)

147

Carbino, Rosemarie Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A008)

133

Carney, Cheryl Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-84

Carpenter, Charles Regulations.gov 
(ML21064A354)

175

Cassebaum, Anne Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-61

Champkin, Mary Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-109

Chennault, Raye Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-22

Clark, Cherryl Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-111

Clark, Maynard Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-3

Collins, Peggy S. Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-64

Commenters, Multiple Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

25

Connour, Randy Holy Family Memorial Regulations.gov 
(ML21050A088)

7

Cowles, Robert State of Wisconsin 
2nd Senate District

Regulations.gov 
(ML21064A326)

97

Cramer, Barry Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A033)

154

Davie, Adam Regulations.gov 
(ML21064A328)

98

DeLuca, Theresa Regulations.gov 
(ML21050A086)

6

DeRuyter, Randall Regulations.gov 
(ML21063A088)

81

Devrell, Julia Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-113

Dittrich, Karen Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-14

Doran, Pam Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-105

Dorn, Kathryn Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-1

Draska, Kenneth Regulations.gov 
(ML21062A141)

65
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Dressen, Mark Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-90

DuBois, Lee Regulations.gov 
(ML21062A042)

45

Duffield, Dave Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A006)

131

Duffin, John Regulations.gov 
(ML21050A102)

11

Dums, Dennis Regulations.gov 
(ML21064A361)

116

Dwight, Eleanor Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A010)

135

Dwight, Eleanor Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A011)

135

Eggers, J. Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-53

Eiesland, Nora Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-95

Eilenberg, Alisa Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-8

English, Rich Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-42

Fahrenkrug, Rick Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-82

Fisher, Michael Regulations.gov 
(ML21064A345)

109

FitzGerald, Charlanne Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A022)

144

Flanagan, Rian Regulations.gov 
(ML21062A119)

53

Frisch, Ann Meeting Transcript 
(ML21062A192)

26-16

Fromm, Wayne Regulations.gov 
(ML21062A138)

62

Frueauf, Lori Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-46

Fuller, Ernest Regulations.gov 
(ML21062A027)

33

Fussell, Jill Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-98

Gadzala, Jack Regulations.gov 
(ML21062A046)

49

ganMoryn, Croitiene Regulations.gov 
(ML21050A139)

22

Gann, Alan Regulations.gov 
(ML21064A515)

123
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Garcia, Angel Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-116

Gardiner, Sandra Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-96

Gaul, Michael Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-13

Gehrke, David Regulations.gov 
(ML21063A099)

87

Gehrke, Rita Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-15

Gervais, Claire Regulations.gov 
(ML21062A015)

30

Giese, Mark Regulations.gov 
(ML21064A335)

105

Giese, Mark Regulations.gov 
(ML21064A516)

124

Giordano, Ruth Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-85

Glatter-Judy, Susan Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-34

Goodall, Doug Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-55

Gordon, Nanette Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-80

Gould, Robert San Francisco Bay 
Physicians for Social 
Responsibility

Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A042)

162

Graffagnino, Mary Ann 
and Frank

Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-115

Greenwood, Adrianne Regulations.gov 
(ML21062A030)

34

Greenwood, Dale Regulations.gov 
(ML21064A329)

99

Gregg, Louise Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-70

Grillo, Robert Regulations.gov 
(ML21064A362)

176

Gromoll, Norda Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-74

Gylden, Cynthia Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-54

Hancock, Johnathan Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-77

Hanka, Ladislav Regulations.gov 
(ML21064A305)

91

Hansen, Jan Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-81
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Hanson, Art Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-89

Hardesty, Susan Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-32

Hardy, Raymond Regulations.gov 
(ML21040A223)

1

Hartjes, Donald Regulations.gov 
(ML21062A044)

47

Hartman, Jonathan Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-104

Harvey, Robert Regulations.gov 
(ML21062A124)
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Hasselman, Katherine Regulations.gov 
(ML21064A340)
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Regulations.gov 
(ML21064A513)

122

Healingline, 
Helgaleena
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Regulations.gov 
(ML21064A514)
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Hirt, Alice Don’t Waste 
Michigan

Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A042)

162

Hoffman, Ace Meeting Transcript 
(ML21062A192)

26-15

Holm, Gary Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-58

Hormel, Michael Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-108

Horton, Tyler Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-47

Houtakker, C Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-24

Howe, Tyler Wisconsin State 
Historic Preservation 
Office

E-mail (ML21069A220) 179

Huddy, Paul Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-118

Hughes, Jan Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-86

Hunter, Diane Miami Tribe of 
Oklahoma

E-mail (ML21069A224) 29

Hurd, Jan Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-102

Immerfall, Phil Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-28

Jacoby, Barry Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-9

Jacquart, N Regulations.gov 
(ML21062A106)

66
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Jacque, André State of Wisconsin 
1st Senate District

Regulations.gov 
(ML21064A326)

97

Jacques, Karen Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-68

James, HJ Regulations.gov 
(ML21064A333)

104

Jeffery, Layne Regulations.gov 
(ML21063A054)

67

Jensen, William Regulations.gov 
(ML21062A049)

51

Jessessky, Tom Regulations.gov 
(ML21062A135)

61

Joedeman, Karee Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-87

Johnson, Keith Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A016)

140

Jones, Robert Regulations.gov 
(ML21064A319)

93

Judson, Tim Nuclear Information 
and Resource 
Service

Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A042)

162

Kamps, Kevin Beyond Nuclear Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

26-10

Kamps, Kevin Beyond Nuclear Regulations.gov 
(ML21063A080)

77

Kamps, Kevin Beyond Nuclear Regulations.gov 
(ML21063A084)

78

Kamps, Kevin Beyond Nuclear Regulations.gov 
(ML21063A085)

79

Kamps, Kevin Beyond Nuclear Regulations.gov 
(ML21063A087)

80

Kamps, Kevin Beyond Nuclear Regulations.gov 
(ML21064A322)

95

Kamps, Kevin Beyond Nuclear Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A012)

136

Kamps, Kevin Beyond Nuclear Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A013)

137

Kamps, Kevin Beyond Nuclear Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A014)

138

Kamps, Kevin Beyond Nuclear Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A028)

150

Kamps, Kevin Beyond Nuclear Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A029)

151

Kamps, Kevin Beyond Nuclear Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A030)

130

Kamps, Kevin Beyond Nuclear Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A032)

153
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Kamps, Kevin Beyond Nuclear Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A034)

155

Kamps, Kevin Beyond Nuclear Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A039)

159

Kamps, Kevin Beyond Nuclear Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A045)

165

Kamps, Kevin Beyond Nuclear Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A046)

166

Kamps, Kevin Beyond Nuclear Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A047)

167

Kamps, Kevin Beyond Nuclear Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A049)

169

Kamps, Kevin Beyond Nuclear Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A050)

170

Kamps, Kevin Beyond Nuclear Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A052)

172

Katz, Deb Citizens Awareness 
Network

Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A042)

162

Keegan, Michael J. Coalition for a 
Nuclear Free Great 
Lakes

Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A042)

162

Keeley, James Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-45

Kellum, Leonard Regulations.gov 
(ML21050A138)

18

Kemps, Kevin Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-43

Killeen, Kevin Regulations.gov 
(ML21062A133)

60

King, Kevin Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-60

Kitchens, Joel State of Wisconsin
1st Assembly District

Regulations.gov 
(ML21064A326)

97

Klopp, Chris Meeting Transcript 
(ML21062A192)

26-13

Koch, David Regulations.gov 
(ML21063A055)

68

Koenig, Kevin Regulations.gov 
(ML21062A132)

59

Koeslin, Thomas Regulations.gov 
(ML21062A126)

54

Kopetsky, Brian Regulations.gov 
(ML21064A324)

96

Kopp, John Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A027)

149

Kosowicz, Aleks Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-18
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Kosowicz, Aleks Regulations.gov 
(ML21064A359)

115

Kraft, David Nuclear Energy 
Information Service

Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A023)

146

Kraft, David Nuclear Energy 
Information Service

Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A024)

146

Kraft, David Nuclear Energy 
Information Service

Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A042)

162

Krause, Sarah Regulations.gov 
(ML21063A092)

83

Krawisz, Bruce Regulations.gov 
(ML21050A083)

5

Kuglitsch, Mike State of Wisconsin
84th Assembly District

Regulations.gov 
(ML21064A326)

97

Kurland, Miriam Regulations.gov 
(ML21062A024)

31

Lane, Debbie Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-114

Lauer, Patricia Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-62

Le Fevre, Dale Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-59

Leannah, Geralyn Regulations.gov 
(ML21050A082)

4

LeClair, Eugene Regulations.gov 
(ML21062A118)

52

LeMahieu, Devin State of Wisconsin
9th Senate District

Regulations.gov 
(ML21064A326)

97

Lembitz, Bre Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A004)

129

Lembitz, Deanne Regulations.gov 
(ML21064A517)

125

Lemmon, Cassandria Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-40

Leque, Sally Regulations.gov 
(ML21063A069)

75

Lewison, Linda Sierra Club Nuclear 
Free Campaign

Meeting Transcript 
(ML21062A192)

26-4

Lichtenwalter, Wendy Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-37

Lienau, Tim Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A019)

143

Lionarons, Ken Regulations.gov 
(ML21062A039)

41

Lippman, Robert Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-57
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Lish, Christopher Regulations.gov 
(ML21064A510)

177

Luchsinger, James Regulations.gov 
(ML21063A067)

73

Luna, Marie Regulations.gov 
(ML21050A116)

14

Lundeen, Kelly Nukewatch Meeting Transcript 
(ML21062A192)

26-3

Macks, Vic Michigan Stop the 
Nuclear Bombs 
Campaign

Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A042)

162

Macraith, Bonnie Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-71

Maloney, Jason Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A015)

139

Matson, Patrick Regulations.gov 
(ML21062A043)

46

McArdle, Ed Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A035)

156

McBride, Linda Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-107

Mcclintock, Mary Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-69

Mcclure, Lee Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-83

Mccomb, Shawn Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A009)

134

McCullough, Kimberly Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-7

McGee, Jamie Regulations.gov 
(ML21064A321)

94

McGee, Nettie Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A036)

157

Mcglocklin, Lecil Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-41

Mehorczyk, Bob Regulations.gov 
(ML21062A038)

40

Mercier, Christina Regulations.gov 
(ML21062A139)

63

Mercier, Christina Regulations.gov 
(ML21084A078)

63

Merrick, Mitchell Sierra Club Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

26-17

Meyer, Alfred Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A048)

168

Meyer, Alfred Physicians for Social 
Responsibility

Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

26-9
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Meyer, Joe Regulations.gov 
(ML21064A353)

113

Michetti, Susan E-mail (ML21074A269) 145
Michetti, Susan Meeting Transcript 

(ML21062A192)
26-18

Michetti, Susan Meeting Transcript 
(ML21062A192)

26-5

Michetti, Susan Regulations.gov 
(ML21064A366)

118

Michetti, Susan Regulations.gov 
(ML21064A367)

119

Michetti, Susan Regulations.gov 
(ML21064A369)

120

Michetti, Susan Regulations.gov 
(ML21064A372)

120

Michetti, Susan Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A054)

174

Mochnek, Cecile Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-23

Molly, Molly Regulations.gov 
(ML21064A302)

89

Morrison, Amy Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-117

Mortensen, Hannah Physicians for Social 
Responsibility 
Wisconsin

E-mail (ML21056A561) 27

Mortensen, Hannah Physicians for Social 
Responsibility 
Wisconsin

E-mail (ML21084A213) 181

Mortensen, Hannah Physicians for Social 
Responsibility 
Wisconsin

Meeting Transcript 
(ML21062A192)

26-8

Mortensen, Hannah Physicians for Social 
Responsibility 
Wisconsin

Regulations.gov 
(ML21040A228)

2

Muhich, Mark Regulations.gov 
(ML21064A346)

110

Murdock, Lewis Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-33

Murphy, Dave State of Wisconsin
56th Assembly District

Regulations.gov 
(ML21064A326)

97

Mursau, Jeffrey State of Wisconsin
36th Assembly District

Regulations.gov 
(ML21064A326)

97

Nadreau, Patricia Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-121

Nelson, Pam Regulations.gov 
(ML21050A127)

19
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Newgent, Eric Regulations.gov 
(ML21050A089)

8

Neylon, Adam State of Wisconsin
98th Assembly District

Regulations.gov 
(ML21064A326)

97

Nishiura, JoAnn Regulations.gov 
(ML21050A117)

15

Owens, John Regulations.gov 
(ML21064A352)

112

Painter, Brenda Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-6

Pajewski, Michael Regulations.gov 
(ML21062A045)

48

Palacek, Diane Regulations.gov 
(ML21050A092)

9

Peltekian, Elizabeth Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-50

Perkins, Mickey Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-120

Peuse, Keevin Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A044)

164

Pierce, Meghan Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-63

Pomeday, Carol Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-91

Poppe, Dorothy Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-12

Powers, MaryAnn Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-72

Ramthum, Timothy State of Wisconsin
59th Assembly District

Regulations.gov 
(ML21064A326)

97

Readance, Lisa Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-56

Remy, Linda Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-92

Rhoden, Bud Regulations.gov 
(ML21064A311)

102

Richard, Pamela Regulations.gov 
(ML21050A109)

13

Rivera, Ethyl Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A043)

163

Roddy, Steve Regulations.gov 
(ML21050A121)

17

Rogers, Ann Regulations.gov 
(ML21050A099)

10

Rogge, Paula Meeting Transcript 
(ML21062A192)

26-12
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Rogge, Paula Regulations.gov 
(ML21063A059)

71

Rosenberry Chase, 
Joy

Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-48

Rousu, Dwight Regulations.gov 
(ML21062A026)

32

Ruesch, Scott Regulations.gov 
(ML21062A130)

57

Rushman, Janice Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-67

Schaber, Dale Regulations.gov 
(ML21064A347)

111

Schaber, Dale Regulations.gov 
(ML21064A349)

111

Scheer, David Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-93

Schellin, Steven Regulations.gov 
(ML21064A338)

106

Schleifer, Robert Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-52

Schlies, Allen Regulations.gov 
(ML21062A048)

50

Schulz, Amy Physicians for Social 
Responsibility 
Wisconsin

E-mail (ML21056A561) 27

Schulz, Amy Physicians for Social 
Responsibility 
Wisconsin

E-mail (ML21084A213) 181

Schulz, Amy Physicians for Social 
Responsibility 
Wisconsin

Meeting Transcript 
(ML21062A192)

26-7

Schulz, Amy Physicians for Social 
Responsibility 
Wisconsin

Regulations.gov 
(ML21064A363)

117

Schwab, Avery Regulations.gov 
(ML21062A034)

37

Schwab, David Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A040)

160

Schwerma, Bill Regulations.gov 
(ML21063A066)

72

Shapiro, Susan LEAF of Hudson 
Valley

Regulations.gov 
(ML21064A339)

107

Shapiro, Susan Promoting Health and 
Sustainable Energy

Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A042)

162

Sheley, Thomas Regulations.gov 
(ML21062A041)

44



- 47 -

Sielaff, Willard Regulations.gov 
(ML21048A036)

3

Slocum, Jody Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A037)

158

Smith, Edith Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-35

Songalia, Elizabeth Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-101

Sortwell, Shea State of Wisconsin 
2nd Assembly District

Regulations.gov 
(ML21064A326)

97

Springstube, Nate Regulations.gov 
(ML21064A316)

103

Steele, Danae Regulations.gov 
(ML21062A031)

35

Stewart, Mark Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A031)

152

Stoleroff, Debra Vermont Yankee 
Decommissioning 
Alliance

Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A042)

162

Strope, Michael Point Beach Nuclear 
Power Plant

Meeting Transcript 
(ML21062A192)

26-6

Stuckey, Richard Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-36

Sullivan, Juliana Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-30

Sutton, Brian K. Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-106

Taylor, Douglas R Nottawaseppi Huron 
Band of the 
Potawatomi

E-mail (ML21077A197) 180

Taylor, Gigi Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-97

Tedtmann, Edward Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-16

Thirion, Thomas Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-76

Thiry, Jackie Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-51

Touchstone, Lana Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-110

Troshynski, Larry Regulations.gov 
(ML21062A018)

178

Turnbull, Clay New England 
Coalition

Meeting Transcript 
(ML21062A192)

26-2

Valihura, John Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-73
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Vlasiadis, Chrisanthos Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-66

Vorpagel, Tyler State of Wisconsin
27th Assembly District

Regulations.gov 
(ML21064A326)

97

Waak, Kevin Regulations.gov 
(ML21063A091)

82

Walhood, Megan Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-99

Wallander, Dawn Regulations.gov 
(ML21062A035)

38

Ward, Elizabeth Sierra Club 
Wisconsin

Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

23

Ward, Robert Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-38

Warren, Barbara Citizens' 
Environmental 
Coalition

Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-5

Warren, Barbara Citizens’ 
Environmental 
Coalition

Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A042)

162

Weber, Lore Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-94

Webster, Ty Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A007)

132

Weeden, Mary Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-65

Werda, Ed Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-39

Werner, Shahla Meeting Transcript 
(ML21062A192)

26-11

Werner, Shahla Regulations.gov 
(ML21050A105)

12

Wery, Susan Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-17

Westlake, Kenneth U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency

E-mail (ML21069A228) 28

Wheatley, Marie Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-19

Wheeler, Carolyn Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-27

White, Doug Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-79

Wilkening, Iassic Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-103

Willems, Scott Regulations.gov 
(ML21064A308)

101
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Wilson, Karen Regulations.gov 
(ML21062A016)

43

Wimberger, Eric State of Wisconsin 
30th Senate District

Regulations.gov 
(ML21064A326)

97

Wineman, Marian Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-20

Wolfe, Brian Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-2

Yarbrough, Jim Regulations.gov 
(ML21050A134)

21

Zabrowski, Jayne Regulations.gov 
(ML21069A250)

24-49
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Table C-2. Individuals Submitting All or Part of the Form Content from Beyond 
Nuclear with Correspondence ID 77 and ADAMS Accession No. 
ML21063A080, Correspondence ID 78 and ADAMS Accession No. 
ML21063A084, Correspondence ID 79 and ADAMS Accession No. 
ML21063A085, Correspondence ID 80 and ADAMS Accession 
No. ML21063A087, or Correspondence ID 95 and ADAMS Accession No. 
ML21064A322

Name ADAMS
Accession No.

Ellen Atkison ML21050A125
Sandra Couch ML21050A132
Mark Giese ML21050A133
Stephen Kent ML21064A312
Karen Kirschling ML21062A028
Karl Koessel ML21050A128
Kristina Mageau ML21050A122
Philip Ratcliff ML21050A159
Dennis Schaef ML21050A129
Satya Vayu ML21062A029
Kristin Womack ML21062A023
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Table C-3. Individuals Submitting the Form Comment with Correspondence ID 5 
and ADAMS Accession No. ML21069A250 (page # is the page count 
in the attachment)

Commenter Page#
Kristine A. 435
James Abendroth 572
Michael Abrams 361
Melissa Abreu 533
Inger Acking 225
Anne Ackley 940
Evelyn Adams 468
Darley Adare 1105
Barbara Addis 675
Hallie Adolf 1046
Roy Adsit 238
Crystal Agape 655
Angelica Aguilar 144
Terry Akana 875
Madeline Akers 260
Dawn Albanese 852
Cheryl Albert 200
Dara Alexander 576
Fjsdakfl Alfsdjkfla 590
Kyle Alhart 1065
Lynn Allen 845
Mary Allen 805
Willow Alleon 269
Joan Altemose 374
Kenneth Althiser 865
Selena Ambush 662
Celeste Anacker 350
Richard Anderson 318
Jessica Andrews 851
Penelope Andrews 659
Penelope Andrews 1042
Tina Ann 982
Sylvana Arguello 824

David Armington 589
Andrew Arneson 309
Carlos Arnold 962
Cara Artman 444
George and Marilyn Ash 614
Catherine Atherton 907
Mahleen B 816
N B 191
Barri Baas 882
Therese Babineau 338
Palmeta Baier 772
John Baker 1000
Alleia Bakker 785
Robert Baldwin 913
Paula Bandt 575
Diana Banducci 873
Ashton Baney 263
Ingrid Bangers 984
Nancy Barbieri 603
Nick Barcott 738
Karyn Barry 983
Marge Barry 804
Adrienne Barton 1072
Jacqueline Baruch 985
Sue Batchelor 930
James Bates 163
Ruth Bauzo 1035
Michael Bayouth 524
Heidi Bean 297
Bonita Beard 981
Linda Beers 934
Leigh Begalske 616
Leigh Begalske 698
Barbara Beierl 487




























